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THURSDAY, MARCH 13, 1958 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Henry M. Jackson presiding. 

Present: Senator Jackson. 

Also present: Senator Magnuson. 

Senator Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The hearing today is on S. 2215, to authorize the Spokane Valley 
paggees in Washington State with a limited area in Idaho. 

This is an irrigation project located along the Spokane River of 
10,290 acres. 

Of the area, 8,370 acres are presently irrigated, and 1,920 are 
without irrigation water. The lands are within seven irrigation 
districts that are operated under a board of control. 

The irrigation operations extend from full-time farming to the pro- 
duction of specialized crops on part-time and suburban-type home- 
sites. 

The proposed plan of development would replace the existing water 
supply by gravity diversion from the Spokane River. The new sys- 
tem would provide for pumping the supply from underground sources 
which are adequate. 

The existing irrigation facilities are deteriorating and would require 
expensive rehabilitation. 

The currently estimated cost of the proposed pumping system ex- 
ceeds $5 million compared with 1956 estimates of $4,808,000. 

The subcommittee will be interested in the repayment ability of 
the district and suggestions for financing the development as well as 
the manner in which the operation and maintenance costs will be 
handled. 

The Chair at this time would like to include in the record at this 
point a copy of S. 2215, the letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, Mr. Aandahl, dated February 25, 1958; the letter from the 
Bureau of the Budget, dated June 17, 1957; letters of transmittal 
from the Secretary of the Interior to the Speaker of the House under 
date of March 12, 1958; a letter from the Bureau of the Budget under 
date of January 27, 1958; and other correspondence which will be 
included at this point. 

The report on the project is now available and will be filed with 
the subcommittee. 
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(S. 2215 and documents referred to follow:) 


[S. 2215, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate and maintain the Spokane Valley 
project, Washington and Idaho, under Federal reclamation laws 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of providing a supplemental 
and substituted irrigation water supply for the Spokane Valley project in Wash- 
ington and Idaho and the rehabilitation of existing water service facilities, the 
Secretary of the Interior, acting pursuant to the Federal reclamation laws (Act 
of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388 and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
thereto) so far as the same are not inconsistent with the provisions of this Act, is 
authorized to construct, reconstruct, rehabilitate, operate, and maintain the 
facilities of the Spokane Valley project, Washington and Idaho, substantially in 
accord with the report of the Regional Director, Bureau of Reclamation, dated 
August 1956, as proposed and recommended by the Commissioner of Reclamation 
ge = 4, 1957, and approved by the Secretary of the Interior on March 
15, 1957. 

Sec. 2. Contracts to repay that portion of the cost of the Spokane Valley project 
which is allocated to irrigation and assigned to be repaid by irrigation water users 
(exclusive of such portion of said cost as may be derived from temporary water 
supply contracts or from other sources) shall be entered into pursuant to subsection 
(d), section 9, of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187) and may 
provide that the general repayment obligation shall be spread in annual install- 
ments, which may be varied as to any required annual payment in the light of 
economic factors affecting the ability of the contracting organization to pay and of 
water supply and water requirement conditions, but in number and amounts satis- 
factory to the Secretary, over a period of not more than seventy-five years, which 
period shall be inclusive of any permissible development period, for any project 
contract unit or for any irrigation block, if the project contract unit be divided into 
two or more irrigation blocks. 

Src. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., February 25, 1958. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Murray: A report has been requested from this Department on 
S. 2215, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate 
and maintain the Spokane Valley project, Washington and Idaho, under Federal 
reclamation laws. 

We recommend, subject to your committee’s consideration of certain amend- 
ments hereafter mentioned, that the bill be enacted. 

The Spokane Valley project lands are located along the Spokane River just east 
of Spokane, Wash., with a small portion, 197 acres, across the State line of Idaho. 
This is wholly an irrigation project, and consists of 10,290 acres of land of which 
8,370 acres are presently irrigated and 1,920 acres are now dry. The lands are 
contained in seven irrigation districts in Washington and the small area in Idaho 
which is served by the Spokane Valley Farms Co. It is anticipated that the 
economy of the area under project development will range primarily from general 
farming on full-time farms to the production of specialized crops on part-time 
farms and suburban-type homesites. 

The proposed plan of development provides for serving the project area by 
pumping from ground water, of which there is an adequate supply. This would 
replace the existing water supply that is obtained by gravity diversion from the 
Spokane River. New pressure pipe distribution systems would be constructed 
and would provide for sprinkler irrigation. Major facilities would include wells, 
pumps, steel tank regulating reservoirs, and pipe distribution systems. 

The existing gravity water system is deteriorated and in need of a major re- 
habilitation. A section of the main canal, which is a joint facility of all the 
districts, is in danger of being lost because of its precarious location on a steep 
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alluvial bank above the river and several flumes in the main canal are urgently 
in need of replacement. 

The project has engineering feasibility and is economically justified. The 
estimated construction cost is $4,808,000 in terms of October 1956 prices. The 
entire cost is allocable to irrigation and is reimbursable. 

Our studies indicate that a combination of an acreage charge ($11 per acre) and 
a service charge ($15 per turnout), as heretofore contemplated under somewhat 
lower construction cost estimates, would repay about 90 percent of the $4,808,000 
in a 50-year period and would, in addition, permit those districts with existing 
indebtedness to provide necessary funds to retire their outstanding bonds. In- 
creased revenues could be obtained by an increase in the individual service charge 
of about $13, an increase in the number of turnouts, or a combination of both. 

A great many of the individual land holdings involved are in small tracts of 5 
acres or less. epayment ability as determined by conventional agricultural in- 
come methods is less significant than usual in this situation because repayment 
capacity is derived partially from off-farm income. It is our view that, consider- 
ing the suburban nature of the large number of holdings in the project lands, it 
would not impose an undue burden on the water users to require full repayment of 
all costs involved over a period of 50 years rather than the 75-year period called 
for by the bill (p. 2, line 21), providing such costs do not exceed the values based 
on October 1956 prices. 

As a result of increased cost indices, however, estimated project costs have been 
continually increasing. For instance, the capital cost based on July 1957 prices 
is estimated at $5,016,000. Since this cost may change still more prior to comple- 
tion of construction, it may be that the actual costs of construction will be such 
as to require significantly greater annual payments for payout in 50 years than 
those presented above and will exceed the amounts that the irrgators would be 
willing to undertake. If this happens, the project would not appear feasible from 
a repayment standpoint unless the Congress provided for a repayment period in 
excess. of 50 years. 

Our planning report on the Spokane Valley project has been completed and re- 
viewed by the States of the Columbia River Basin and interested Federal agencies. 
Enactment of 8. 2215 would provide authority for carrying out the development of 
this project as outlined above. 

A bill similar to S. 2215 is pending in the House of Representatives. This bill 
(H. R. 5543) is somewhat simpler in form than 8S. 2215 but both bills would, in 
our judgment, accomplish substantially the same purpose. H. R. 5543 also con- 
tains 1 or 2 useful provisions that are omitted in S. 2215. We suggest, therefore, 
that consideration be given to amending S. 2215 to conform to H. R. 5543. In 
any event, we commend to your committee’s consideration the desirability of 
modifying the 75-year payout period noted above. 

In response to Public Law 801, 84th Congress, it can be said that it is contem- 
plated that construction of this project will be accomplished with existing Federal 
personnel by transfer from other projects and that no additional man-years of 
civilian employment or additional expenditures for personal services will be re- 
quired. 

, The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDARL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 17, 1957. 
Hon, James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior, and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in reply to your request of June 7, 1957, for 
the views of the Bureau of the Budget on g 2215, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct, operate and maintain the Spokane Valley project, 
Washington and Idaho, under Federal reclamation laws. 

The Department of the Interior has not submitted its final report on this 
yroposed project to the Bureau of the Budget under procedures prescribed in 
Buositive Order 9384. Until such a report is received along with the views and 
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comments of the affected States and other interested Federal agencies the Bureau 
of the Budget has no basis for appraising the merits of the proposed development. 
Accordingly, it is reeommended that the committee defer action on the bill 
until a project report has been submitted under established procedures. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rorert E. Merriam, 
Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 12, 1958. 
Hon. Sam RayBurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: My report on the Spokane Valley project, Washington, is 
transmitted herewith pursuant to the provisions of 9 (a) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). 

he plan recommended proposes a substitute water supply by pumping from 
ground water to irrigate 8,370 acres of land now receiving water through the means 
of an obsolete gravity diversion system. In addition, ground water pumping 
would provide a supply for 1,920 acres not now irrigated. The lands are contained 
in seven irrigation districts in the State of Washington just east of the city of 
Spokane and inasmallareainIdaho. The estimated cost of $3,016,000, based on 
July 1957 prices, is all allocated to irrigation and is reimbursable. It is believed 
this can be repaid in a 50-vear period. Irrigation is the only function of the 
project, and the ratio of total benefits to Federal costs over a 50-year period is 1.87 
tol. The ratio of direct benefits only to Federal costs over the same period is 1.14 
to 1. These indicate that the potential development is economically justified. 

Copies of the proposed report of the Secretary of the Interior were transmitted 
to officials of the States of Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 
and Wyoming and to the Secretary of the Army for their views and recommenda- 
tions in accordance with the provisions of section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 
December 22, 1944, and to the agencies represented on the Interagency Committee 
on Water Resources for their information and comments. Comments have been 
received from the States of Washington, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and 
Wyoming and from the Departments of the Army, Agriculture, Commerce, 
Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare. Copies of these comments are 
enclosed with the report. 

The report and copies of all comments were transmitted to the President via 
the Bureau of the Budget. Enclosed is a copy of the letter of comments of Janu- 
ary 27, 1958, from Assistant Budget Director Robert E. Merriam, in which he 
states the belief that the costs of the Spokane Valley project should be repaid 
within a 50-year period. 

I concur, in general, with the views of the Bureau of the Budget. Based on 
the cost estimates presented in my report, I believe that such a repayment re- 
quirement is reasonable and can be met by the prospective water users. Should, 
however, construction costs continue to rise, the actual costs of construction 
might be such as to require significantly greater annual payments for payment in 
50 years than those presented in my report and might exceed the amounts that 
the irrigators would be willing to undertake. In that event the project would 
not appear feasible from a repayment standpoint unless the Congress provides for 
a repayment period in excess of 50 years. 

Sincerely vours, 
Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BurREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., January 27, 1958. 
The honorable the Secretary OF THE INTERIOR. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: Your letter of December 24, 1957, transmitted 
your report on a plan of development for the Spokane Valley project in Washing- 
ton and Idaho. 

This project is located just east of Spokane and would provide for irrigation of 
10,290 acres of land, of which 8,370 are presently irrigated. It is mostly a sub- 
urban, part-time farming development involving 2,505 ownerships with an average 
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size holding of a little over 4 acres. The proposed plan of improvement provides 
for replacement of the badly deteriorated privately constructed surface supply 
system diverting out of the Spokane River with a federally constructed system 
designed to pump ground water from wells and convey water through steel pipe- 
lines under pressure for sprinkler irrigation. 

The regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation estimates the total cost at 
$4,280,000 and the annual cost at $234,270 on the basis of 1955 price levels and 
a 50-year analysis period. He also estimates the direct annual benefits at $268,550 
and the annual benefits of an indirect nature at $173,310. The benefit-cost ratio 
is stated to be 1.15 using direct benefits only and 1.89 using total benefits. He 
states that the water users have indicated a willingness to repay these project 
costs, which are wholly reimbursable, within 50 years. 

Your letter states that the estimated total cost on the basis of 1957price levels 
has increased to $5,016,000, and that, in the light of this cost increase and the 
likelihood of still further cost increases prior to actual construction, authorizing 
legislation might well provide for extension of the repayment period up to a maxi- 
mum of 60 years. However, we have been advised informally by the Bureau of 
Reclamation that there ‘thas been an increase in the annual benefits commensurate 
with the higher annual cost and that the above-stated benefit-cost ratios would 
be substantially unchanged. In view of the close relationship between direct 
benefits and repayment ability, it would appear that the water users should be 
able to repay the higher costs within a 50-year period, particularly in view of the 
suburban nature of the project and the off-farm income available to the water users. 

Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget believes that the repayment period for 
the Spokane Valley project should not exceed 50 years. If there is valid doubt 
that, because of increased costs, the water users would be unable or unwilling to 
execute contracts on the basis of a 50-year repayment period, we would recom- 
mend that authorization be deferred. If, however, the project is favorably 
considered for authorization by the Congress, the Bureau of the Budget would 
recommend that the legislation include a provision requiring repayment of all 
project costs within a period not exceeding 50 years. 

Subject to consideration of the above comments and recommendation, there 
would be no objection to the submission of the report to the Congress. No 
commitment, however, can be made at this time as to when any estimate of appro- 
priation would be submitted for construction of the project, if authorized by 
Congress, since this will be governed by the President’s budgetary objectives as 
determined by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

It would be appreciated if a copy of this letter accompanied the report when it 
is submitted to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert E. MERRIAM, 
Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., December 24, 1957. 
The PRESIDENT, , 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 
(Through Bureau of the Budget.) 


Dear Mr. Presipent: My report on a plan of development for the potential 
Spokane Valley project, Washington-Idaho, is transmitted herewith under pro- 
visions of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187). 

The Spokane Valley project is located along the Spokane River east of the city 
of Spokane. It consists of lands in seven existing irrigation districts in the State 
of Washington plus a small area in Idaho. The plan is to supply irrigation water 
to 10,290 acres of land by pumping from ground water. Of the total, 8,370 acres 
are currently being irrigated by diverting from the Spokane River. The present 
irrigation system is deteriorated and in need of major repairs. 

The estimated cost based on July 1957 prices is $5,016,000. It is all allocated 
to irrigation and, thus, is reimbursable. A substantial portion of the project 
consists of landholdings involving small acreages, and the return of project costs 
is dependent, to some extent, on repayment willingness. While the water users 
indicated a willingness to repay project costs within 50 years on the basis of 1955 
price levels, on which the project was originally formulated, cost increases over 
the past 2 years have been such as to raise a question concerning the reasonableness 
of requiring payout in 50 years. Because of this and the likelihood of still further 
cost increases prior to actual construction, authorizing legislation might well 
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provide for extension of the repayment period up to a maximum of 60 years should 
such a period appear desirable at the time actual construction costs are known 
and related to reasonable repayment requirements. 

The proposed report was transmitted to the affected States and the Secretary 
of the Army in accordance with law. It was also sent to other interested Federal 
agencies for review and comment. Copies of all comments received are enclosed 
with my report. The reviewers either favored the project or offered no objection 
to its authorization and construction. 

It is recommended that the Spokane Valley project be authorized as set forth 
in the accompanying report. Advice would be appreciated concerning the rela- 
tionship of the potential Spokane Valley project to your pregram prior to sub- 
mitting the planning report to the Congress for its consideration and appropriate 
action in accordance with the provisions of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. Seaton, 
Secretary of the Interior. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., December 3, 1957. 
The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


Srr: This is my report on the Spokane Valley project, Washington-Idaho. It 
is based on and includes the proposed report, which you approved and adopted 
on March 15, 1957. 

The project lands, consisting of 10,290 acres, are along the Spokane River east 
of Spokane, Wash. The general plan is to provide a ground-water supply for 
8,370 acres, presently irrigated by a badly deteriorated surface supply system 
diverting out of the Spokane River. The remaining 1,920 acres do not now receive 
water and would also be supplied by ground-water pumping. All project costs 
are allocated to irrigation oat are considered reimbursable. 

Copies of your proposed report were transmitted on March 25, 1957, to States 
of the Columbia River Basin and to the Secretary of the Army in accordance 
with section 1 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887) and to the 
State of Washington for comments from the head of the agency exercising admin- 
istration over the wildlife resources of that State in accordance with the provi- 
sions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). Copies of the report were 
also furnished agencies represented on the Interagency Committee on Water 
Resources for their review and comment. 

Comments have now been received from the States of Washington, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Wyoming and the Departments of the Army, 
Agriculture, Commerce, Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare. The com- 
ments were favorable or offered no objection. The officials of the State of 
Washington, in which State over 98 percent of the project lands is located, com- 
mented that they are fully in cobalt with the Federal plan of coordinating the 
various irrigation districts with a Federal project. opies of all comments 
received are attached, and any additional ones received in the future will be 
forwarded through you to the President and the Congress. 

The original report of the regional director, which was based on October 1955 
price levels, indicated that all project costs could be repaid by the water users in 
a 50-year period. Since that time, rising costs both for construction and for oper- 
ation and maintenance have increased estimated project costs to the point where 
a substantially greater rate of annual payment would be required to repay those 
costs in 50 years. When and if Federal construction of the Spokane Valley project 
is undertaken, a reappraisal of costs and repayment ability should be made at 
that time and a repayment period established in light of such a reappraisal. In 
no event should the repayment period exceed 60 years. 

Accordingly, I recommend that, with provision for reappraisal of costs and 
repayment ability at the time of construction and the fixing of a repayment period 
of not to exceed 60 years, you approve and adopt this report as your report on the 
Spokane Valley project, Washington and Idaho, and that you transmit it, together 
with the attached comments, to the President and subsequently to the Congress 
in accordance with the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. G. NIB.seEn, 
Acting Commissioner. 


— and adopted December 24, 1957. 
RED A. SEATON 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BuREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 4, 1957. 
The SecRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


Sir: This is my proposed report on the Spokane Valley project, Washington- 
Idaho. It is based on and includes the accompanying report of the regional 
director, Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho. 

Project lands are located along the Spokane River just east of Spokane, Wash., 
with a small portion, 197 acres, across the State line in Idaho. This is wholly an 
irrigation project, and consists of 10,290 acres of land of which 8,370 acres are 
presently irrigated and 1,920 acres are now dry. The lands are contained in 
seven irrigation districts in Washington and the small area in Idaho which is 
served by the Spokane Valley Farms Co. It is anticipated that the economy of 
the area under project development will range primarily from general farming on 
full-time farms to the production of specialized crops on part-time farms and 
suburban-type homesites. 

The proposed plan of development provides for serving the project area by 
pumping from ground water, of which there is an adequate supply. This would 
replace the existing water supply that is obtained by gravity diversion from the 
Spokane River. New pressure pipe distribution systems would be constructed 
and would provide for sprinkler irrigation. Major facilities would include wells, 
pumps, steel tank regulating reservoirs, and pipe distribution systems. 

The existing gravity water system is deteriorated and in need of a major 
rehabilitation. A section of the main canal, which is a joint facility of all the 
districts, is in danger of being lost because of its precarious location on a steep 
alluvial bank above the river and several flumes in the main canal are urgently in 
need of replacement. This has been recognized for some time by the interested 
local people who have indicated their desire for the type of project proposed. A 
small monetary contribution was made by the irrigators to aid and expedite the 
investigation. 

The regional director’s report on this project, dated August 1956, shows the 
project to have engineering feasibility and to be economically justified. The 
report contains a cost estimate of $4,280,000 based on October 1955 price levels 
Under a price base of October 1956, the construction cost is estimated to total 
$4,808,000. In both instances the entire cost is all allocable to irrigation and is 
considered to be reimbursable. Compatible with provisions adopted by the 
Federal agencies interested in water resource development, economic analyses 
have been based upon long-range price projections for operation, maintenance, 
replacement, pumping, and power costs. This amounts to $81,170. Under 
current prices, it is estimated that these costs would amount to $116,000 annually. 
It is to be expected, of course, that. the water users would pay the actual operation 
and maintenance costs in any one year. 

The regional director’s report shows that a construction cost of $4,280,000 
would be returned within a 50-year period in addition to paying the annual costs 
based on long-range price projections, using a combination of an acreage charge 
($11 per acre) and a service charge ($15 per turnout). In addition, those districts 
with existing indebtedness would be able to provide necessary funds to retire the 
bonds. Obviously, the foregoing charges would not be sufficient to return the 
construction cost of $4,808,000 and annual costs at current prices within a 50-year 
period. To accomplish this without exceeding the ability of the full-time farm- 
lands to repay related costs would require an increase in service-charge revenues. 
Such increased revenues could be obtained by an increase in the individual service 
charge of about $13, an increase in the number of turnouts, or by a combination 
of both in which the required increased in service charge would vary from 0 to 
$13 depending upon the number of new turnouts. 

A great many of the individual land holdings involved are in small tracts of 
5 acres and less. Repayment ability as determined by conventional agricultural 
income methods becomes less significant because repayment capacity is derived 
partially from off-farm income. Repayment willingness should then be considered 
the measure of repayment to be expected from such small tracts. To ascertain 
repayment willingness, the directors of the various irrigation organizations con- 
cerned were consulted as to their views in light of the estimates based on current 
price levels. In substance, the position of the board is (1) the need for the project 
is urgent; (2) the project is primarily an agricultural development; (3) financial 
aid in repayment of project costs from some source such as a Columbia Basin 
account is the first preference; (4) an extended payout period beyond 50 years is 
the second preference; and (5) if application of either (3) or (4) above is not 
possible, the requirement of repayment of all costs in 50 years would be acceptable. 
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It is my view that, considering the suburban nature of the large number of 
holdings in the project lands, it would not impose an undue burden on the water 
users to require full repayment of all costs involved over a period of 50 years. 

I concur in and adopt the recommendations of the regional director as set forth 
in his report. 

Subject, of course, to consideration of comments received, I recommend that 
you approve snd edopt this report ss your proposed report on the Spokane Velley 
project, and that you authorize me in your behalf to transmit copies to the States 
of the Columbia River Basin and to the Secretary of the Army in accordance with 
requirements of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887). to the States of 
Washington and Idaho for the views and recommendations of the heads of the 
agencies exercising administration over the wildlife resources of those States in 
accordance with provisions of the act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), and to 
other interested Federal agencies for their comments. 

Respectfully, 
W. A. DeExHEIMER, 
Commissioner. 
ere and adopted March 15, 1957. 
RED A, SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXecuTiVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, May 16, 195?. 
Hon. Frep A. SEaTOoN, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Interior Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Seaton: The various agencies of the State of Washington have 
reviewed with complete satisfaction the Spokane Valley project submitted for 
my approval by your office. 

From time to time, the State of Washington has approved programs of assist- 
ance for this area and our agencies are well aware of the many problems con- 
fronting the combined districts. We, at the State level, are fully in accord with 
the Federal plan of coordinating these various districts into a Federal project. 

Our division of water resources, having the responsibility for administering 
the ground water code for the State of Washington, was concerned at one time 
about the effect this project might have on the ground water supply within the 
area, and especially as it might pertain to the city of Spokane. A meeting was 
held by your Mr. Hazen, his staff of the Spokane office, the city of Spokane, and 
our ground water geologist, Mr. Russell. At that time, all agencies involved 
seemed to be in accord with their having established complete faith in a program 
to be divided by your Spokane office engineering staff. 

Our division of water resources has been studying the situation and has come 
to the conclusion that, in the event the project demands are too great for the 
maintaining of the present water level in the area, a method of recharging from 
the river at flood storage and a diversion of the overflow waters from Liberty 
Lake could well be used to replenish the supply. 

I would like to comment on an interstate problem that may have bearing on 
this project. At the present time your Boise office has under study a project on 
the Idaho side of the river that will also call upon the ground water supply for 
their water. In lieu of an interstate program of administration of ground waters, 
we are, in the State of Washington, certain that your engineering staff has been 
giving this involved problem adequate consideration. Ii is not my intention to 
complicate the approval by Congress of the Idaho project, but we thought it well 
to bring this matter to your attention. 

In conclusion, I would say that when due consideration to the ground water 
problem has been given, my office and the other agencies of our State charged 
with the responsibility of assisting in irrigation programing will be very happy 
to assist the congressional delegation of the State of Washington and your agencies 
in securing immediate authorization and construction of this very important 
reclamation project. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT B. ROSELLINI, Governor. 
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Srare or IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, September 4, 1957. 
Re Spokane Valley Project, Washington. 
Hon. Freep A. SEaTon, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Hon. W. A. Dexheimer, Commissioner of Reclamation.) 


Dear Mr. SECRETARY: The Spokane Valley project proposes inclusion of sever 
organized irrigation districts in Washington with 10,093 acres and 197 acres in 
Idaho, all irrigated from joint facility of the Spokane Valley Farms Co., which is 
badly in need of major repairs or rehabilitation. 

For inclusion in the project the land in Idaho, consisting of 197 acres of which 
150 acres is in one holding and the balance in several small holdings would have to 
be organized into an irrigation district for the purpose of satisfying repayment 
contract requirements. 

One of the assets of the Spokane Valley Farms Co. is the right to divert fixed 
amounts of water from the Spokane River at Post Fails immediately above the 
Post Falls hydroelectric powerplant of the Washington Water Power Co. The 
Spokane Valley project proposes to relinquish this right in exchange for favorable 
pumping power rates for supplying the project with underground water from 
pumped wells. The power company would be reimbursed by being able to run 
the presently diverted water through their turbines during the irrigation season. 

The Idaho acreage has at present a very favorable operation and maintenance 
rate per acre from the Spokane Valley Farms Co. but the cost of major repair or 
rehabilitation of the present system would presumably be prorated and the 
assessments increased. 

The water supply is adequate and the State of Idaho has no objection to the 
project if it is desired by the State of Washington, provided— 

1. That the owner of the 150-acre holding in Idaho have the option of 
withdrawing from the project for the purpose of providing his own ground 
water development and in exchange for the release of his proportionate 
share of the Spokane River water right of the Spokane Valley Farms Co. be 
given the same pumping power rate advantage as the project; and 

2. That the small holdings in Idaho be supplied from the adjacent project 
system in Washington by contract without the necessity of forming an 
irrigation district. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ropert E. Smyuig, Governor. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, June 4, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear ComMMIssIONER DEexuerMer: This will acknowledge receipt from you of 
two copies of your report entitled, ‘““‘Spokane Valley project, Washington,” dated 
August 1956. 

This was sent to me for review and comments in accordance with the provisions 
of section 1 (c) of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1954. I have had the 
report examined by our State engineer and hereby make the following comments: 

The proposed project is situated in the Spokane Valley extending westward 
from the Washington-Idaho boundary line nearly to the city limits of Spokane. 
It comprises a gross area of 10,290 acres, 8,370 acres of which are presently irrigated 
and 1,920 acres of dry land—197 acres of the irrigated land is in Idaho and the 
balance of the area is in Washington. 

The land is served by a gravity canal diverting out of the Spokane River near 
Post Falls. About 5 miles below the diversion point the canal divides, serving 
lands on both sides of the river. A part of the main canal is located along steep 
river banks which are badly eroded and there is danger of the canal being washed 
out. Also, there are numerous flumes along the canal that need to be rehabilitated. 

Another contingency in operating the present project is the limited water rights 
and the monthly allocations of diversions from the river. During August and 
September the allowable amount of diversion is insufficient to fully serve all the 
lands entitled to water. 
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It is proposed to abandon the present irrigation system and replace it by pump- 
ing from wells. Water will be conveyed to the lands by pipelines and sprinkler 
irrigation will be used throughout. 

In exchange for the water now being diverted from the river, the power company 
will reduce the power rate to the proposed project by 50 percent after pumping— 
in _— of diverting—has been lameneratel. 

he water supply for this proposed project will come from underground aquifers 
fed from Coeur D’ Alene Lake and Lake Pend Oreille as well as the Spokane River. 
This source of water supply will in no way encroach upon the water resources of 
Montana nor will the consumptive use of water in Montana interfere with the 
source of supply for the Spokane Valley project. 

A large percentage of the land area is divided up into small tracts upon which 
many people have homes and subsidize their living by ougside employment. 

The cost of the project is not to be subsidized by funds from the Federal 
Treasury. According to the plans the total cost is to be replaced by the land- 
owners within a period of 50 years. 

Recently I have been rather reluctant to place my stamp of approval upon 
any project within the Columbia or Missouri River Basins that is being submitted 
to the Congress for authorization. My reason has been that in view of the 
attempts being made to pare down the Federal budget, such projects, unless 
very urgently needed, should be put on the shelf until such a time as they may 
become valuable in initiating a work program. 

In studying the report of the Spokane Valley project, it would seem that some- 
what of an emergency exists due to the fact that the safety of the present gravity 
system of irrigation is threatened, expensive flume repairs are necessary, and the 
limits placed on the amount of water that can be diverted. Furthermore, because 
of so many people living on small tracts within the area who are adjacent or close 
to Spokane, the economic condition of the area would be greatly disrupted if the 
present irrigation system should fail. Repairing the present system does not 
seem to be the answer to assure a full water supply for all available lands. The 
proposed system of pumping from wells and adopting sprinkler irrigation will 
resolve the difficulties and strengthen the broad economy of the area. 

For these reasons I am willing to approve the authorization of the proposed 
development. 

Very truly yours, 
J. Huaco Aronson, Governor. 


STaTE OF NEVADa, 
OFFICE OF STATE ENGINEER, 
Carson City, Nev., April 12, 1957. 
Hon. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Dexuermer: This will acknowledge your letter of March 25 together 
with two copies of the proposed report of the Department of Interior on the 
Spokane Valley project, Washington-Idaho. You request my views and recom- 
mendations in accordance with provisions 1 (c) of the Flood Control Act of 
December 22, 1944. 

The use of water by this project in no way affects the State of Nevada. How- 
ever, I did go over the report in some detail and it is evident to me that this is a 
good project and one that is needed. Insofar as the project has engineering 
feasibilities as well as financial feasibilities, I recommend the adoption of this 
report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hueco A. SHAMBERGER, 
State Engineer. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
Water Resources DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, April 2, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. DeExHEIMER: The State of Oregon has no comments or reeommenda- 
tions to make in connection with your proposed report on the Spokane Valley 
project, Washington, as transmitted with your letter of March 25, 1957. Ap- 
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arently the project will not in any way affect the rights and interests of this 
Btate 


Very truly yours, : it 
Ewis A, STANLEY 
State Engineer. 


State or WYOMING, 
StaTE ENGINEER’S OFFICE, 


Cheyenne, March 29, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 


Commissioner, Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Dexuermer: Agreeable with your request, I have reviewed your 
proposed report on the Spokane Valley project, Washington-Idaho, and offer 
comments as follows: 

ao di appears to have engineering feasibility and to be economically 
justified. 

ie ratio of benefits to costs is shown as 1.89 to 1 over the 50-year payment 

eriod. 
F Since the water for this development will in no manner diminish the flows of 
streams having their source in the State of Wyoming, I offer no objection to it, 
on the part of Wyoming. 
incerely yours, ; 
L. C. Brsuop, State Engineer. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 


Washington, D. C., June 24, 1957. 
Hon. Wiipur A. DEXHEIMER, 


Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. DexHeEermeErR: Reference is made to your letters dated March 25, 
1957, to the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Engineers transmitting for 
review and comment the proposed report of the Department of the Interior on 
the Spokane Valley project, Washington. 

A review of your report indicates that there is no apparent conflict between the 
proposed Spokane Valley project and existing projects or plans of the Corps of 
Engineers in the Columbia River Basin. 

Your courtesy in furnishing the report for review is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. K. Witson, Jr., 
Major General, United States Army, 
Acting Chief of Engineers. 





DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1957. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in reply to a letter from the Commissioner of 
the Bureau of Reclamation dated March 25, 1957, transmitting copies of the 
proposed report of the Department of the Interior on the Spokane project, 
Washington and Idaho, for our review and comment. 

The report presents a plan for an irrigation project consisting of 10,290 acres 
of land, of which 8,370 acres are presently irrigated. Seven irrigation districts 
now supply the irrigation water by diversion from the Spokane River near Posi 
Falls, Idaho. The project lands are located along the Spokane River east of the 
city of Spokane, Wash., and extend into the State of Idaho. 

The existing irrigation system is old, and the canal, flumes, and distribution 
system are deteriorated and in need of complete rehabilitation. 

The proposed plan of development provides for serving the project lands by 
pumping from ground water to replace the present supply obtained by gravity 
diversion. New pressure-pipe distribution systems would be constructed to 
provide for sprinkler irrigation. Major facilities would include wells, pumps, 
steel-tank regulating reservoirs, and pipe-distribution systems. 

The estimated cost of the project is 4,280,000, calculated on the basis of October 
1955 prices. The report indicates that, on that basis, the entire construction 
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cost would be returned within a 50-year period by a combination of a $15 annual 
service charge per turnout and annual water charge of $11 per acre. It also 
indicates that to pay the construction cost of $4,808,000 calculated on the basis 
of October 1956 prices would require a higher annual service charge, an increase 
in the number of turnouts, or a combination of both. The ratio of benefits to 
costs over a 50-year analysis period is calculated to be 1.89 to 1 and the project 
is 100 percent reimbursable without interest. 

Much of the land to be benefited is in suburban development, and a large 
percentage of project landowners would have off-farm income. No commercial 
woodlands are involved in the area, and no national-forest lands are included in 
the development zone. The proposed project will not have any impacts upon 
either national-forest lands or upon non-Federal forest land or forest resources. 

The budgetary analysis “without’’ the project and ‘‘with’’ it appears to be con- 
servative, are properly based on project prices, and show a favorable benefit-cost 
ratio. We note that price levels used in project calculations are based on the 
general price projects adopted by the Federal Interagency River Basin Com- 
mittee in 1951. This Department prefers to use the long-term price projection 
adopted by the Department of Agriculture in 1956 as being more realistic for 
current project planning. This is based on a level of 235 for prices received and 
of 265 for prices paid by farmers. The project plan would appear to have a favor- 
able benefit-cost ratio under either basis of analysis. 

We note that most of the irrigable area of the Spokane project is in Bureau of 
Reclamation land classification 3 and 4. The soils in Spokane Valley would not 
be included in soil-conservation land-use classes I and II. They are too shallow 
to lend themselves readily to land leveling for gravity irrigation. Most of the 
area has a very rapid intake rate because of shallow gravelly soil over gravel which 
is not well adapted to economical surface irrigation. When this factor is con- 
sidered, it appears that sprinkler irrigation is appropriate. The elimination of 
high transmission losses by changing from diversion to pumps and distributing 
through pressure pipes is a logical part of such development. 

Although the cost of the proposed development is high and the soils are not the 
best, the ownership pattern, the intensive land use, and the high return crops 
raised justify development. It would appear to be a practical and desirable 
project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. L. PEererson, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
BuREAU OF PuBuic Roaps, 
Washington, May 6, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. DEXHEIMER: We are pleased to reply to your letter of March 25, 
requesting comments of the Department of Commerce on the proposed report 
of the Department of the Interior on the Spokane Valley project, Washington- 
Idaho. 

The plan of development provides for irrigation of 10,290 acres by pumping 
from ground water. Water would be conveyed to project lands through pipe- 
lines under pressure for sprinkler irrigation. 

According to the Coast and Geodetic Survey, the vertical and horizontal geo- 
detic control is adequate. The proposed project does not involve highway 
adjustments. 

Sincerely yours, 


Pau. F. Royster, 
Assistant to the Federal Highway Administrator. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 26, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DExXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Dexuermer: This is in further reference to your letter of March 
25, 1957 to Secretary Mitchell relating to the Spokane Valley project, Washing- 
ton-Idaho. 

After a review of the impact of this project on the job opportunities in the area, 
the Department of Labor is pleased to endorse the Spokane Valley project, pro- 
vided it is economically sound and feasible and meets the standards set forth in 
pertinent laws. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocco C. Sicr.rAno, 
Assistant Secretary of Labor. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Puspuic HEALTH SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 1, 1957. 
Mr. W. A. DEXHEIMER, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. DEXHEIMER: In response to your suggestion, I am pleased to sub- 
mit for your consideration our comments on the proposed Spokane Valley proj- 
ect, Washington. This is in accordance with your letter of March 25, 1957, 
transmitting copies of the proposed report on this subject dated August 1956. 

The plans and recommendations have been reviewed in accordance with this 
Department’s interests and responsibilities in the general health and sanitation, 
municipal and industrial water supply, water pollution control, and insect vector 
control aspects of water resources programs. 

The opportunity to review the report is appreciated. 

Sicerely yours, 
M. D. Ho tuts, 
Assistant Surgeon General, 
Chief Engineer. 


CoMMENTS ON THE SPOKANE VALLEY ProJect, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, WASHINGTON (AuvGusT 1956) 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The Spokane Valley project, comprising 10,290 acres of land, is located on a 
lowland plain along the Spokane River between the city of Spokane, Wash., and the 
Washington—Idaho boundary. All but 197 acres are in the State of Washington. 
The project is planned for irrigation purposes only. The defective, inadequate 
existing surface-water, gravity system will be replaced by a pressure sprinkler 
system which will use the ample underlying ground-water resource. Major 
facilities will include 18 wells, 35 pumps, 14 elevated regulating reservoirs, and 
15 pipe distribution systems. Estimated construction costs total $4,280,000 
(October 1955) to be amortized in 50 years. Long-range annual operating cost 
is $7.89 per acre. 
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COMMENTS 


The report indicates that water moves through the “exceedingly permeable” 
aquifer at relatively high rates. It is known that during floods, unsafe water 
from the river is introducted into the aquifer. The city of Spokane chlorinates 
its domestic water derived from underground sources to protect consumers against 
this type of pollution. It is conceivable that the ground water pumped for 
irrigation purposes might also be polluted. On this assumption it is recommended 
that the sanitary quality of the ground water be determined by adequate sam- 
pling and sanitary analysis to evaluate the potential health hazard. 

One danger appears to be the illicit tapping of the pressurized distribution 
system for domestic use and the unfounded lay belief that deep-source ground 
water is always safe. Experience in other districts shows that such taps are 
likely to occur. It is also pointed out that, in the event that the ground water 
is significantly polluted, there is a danger of contaminating crops, soil, and the 
general environment. 

On the other hand there is a definite need for water of satisfactory sanitary 
quality in the valley in well-developed areas where public water supplies are not 
available or where peak demands are a problem. The project, with appropriate 
changes and safeguards, has the potential of satisfying water supply need. This 
factor hinges on the sanitary quality of the water. While the pro‘ect is designed 
for irrigation purposes and the system would normally be under pressure, May 
through September, consideration should be given to the adjustment of plans to 
inciude domestic water needs if practicable and desirable. 

In order that the project shall not jeopardize the sanitary quality of the aquifer, 
the following procedures should be followed in the location and construction of 
project wells: 

i. The pumphouse floor should be placed on a compacted fill at least 1 foot 
above the general ground surface in the vicinity of the well. If a floor drain is 
provided, the inlet should be located not less than 2 feet from the outer edze of 
the well casing. This should be connected to a watertight drainpipe which should 
extend from this inlet to a point at least 30 feet outside the building. Floor drains 
should not be connected to storm or sanitary sewer. They should discharge to 
the ground surface or to a dry well used for no other purpose and at a distance of 
at least 30 feet from the source. 

2. The well casing should extend at least 6 inches above the pumphouse floor. 

3. Dug wells should be covered with reinforced concrete slabs which may serve 
for pump mountings. These slabs and the pumphouse floors should slope away 
from the wells. 

4. For the drilled well the pump should be set on a concrete pedestal with the 
casing extending above the concrete into a recess in the pump base. 

5. Wells should be located at a minimum distance of 50 feet from any sewer 
line, 100 feet from any subsurface sewage disposal facility, and 150 feet from any 
existing cesspool. Provision should be made for maintaining this zone of protec- 
tion around the well once it is installed. Distances indicated above are absolute 
minima and in some instances should be greater, depending on local soil condi- 
tions. 

6. Toilets, including appurtenant sewers, should not be installed in pump- 
houses nor should they be located closer than 50 feet from wells. Sewage dis- 
posal fields and seepage pits should be at least 100 feet distant. These distances 
should be eonsidered as absolute minima and greater distances are preferred 

Individual sewage-disposal facilities serve the entire project area except Mill- 
wood. Domestic and industrial wastes percolate through the gravel formation 
and eventually to the acquifer. The construction of the project will not effect 
waste disposal in the area per se, but, increased agricultural production, popula- 
tion concentration and possibly improved economic factors may increase waste- 
disposal problems. Eventually community sewerage systems including sewage 
treatment facilities should be installed. There possible the irrigation system 
plan, the domestic water supply plan, and the sewerage plan should be coordinated. 

The sprinkler method of irrigation should result in a reduction of mosquito 
sources commonly associated with gravity methods of irrigation. Mosquito 
production may occur, however, in the abandoned canals and laterals unless 
provision is made to prevent water from ponding in them. 

Equine encephalitis is the most important mosquito-borne disease in the area. 
Cases have occured in Spokane County and adjoining counties in 7 of 15 recent 
years. The primary vector of the disease, Culer tarsalis breed in borrow pits, 
ponded ditches, and seeps particularly in those containing emergent vegetation. 
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Other species of public health significance in the area include Aedes sticticus 
andjA. verans. Large numbers of these vexatious biting mosquitoes, which breed 
in temporary pools, may seriously interfere with healthful outdoor activities, 
cause secondary infections, and allergic reactions and, in cattle, lower meat and 
meat production. 

To minimize mosquito production it is reeommended that the following prin- 
ciples and practices be incorporated in the design, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the project and apply to areas within mosquito flight range of 
urban centers, rural population groups, and recreational areas. 

1. Drainage systems should be installed or rehabilitated to insure complete 
removal and disposal of waste irrigation water, natural runoff, and seepage from 
both irrigable and nonirrigable lands affected by the distribution and use of 
irrigation water on the project. 

2. Provision should be made to prevent water from ponding behind spoil banks. 

3. In any situation where preventive measures cannot be utilized, full provision 
should be made for chemical measures to control mosquito production or for 
other supplemental measures to protect people from adult mosquitoes. 


RESOLUTION OF CoLtumMBIA River Bastin CoMMISSION 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 


Olympia, March 11, 1958. 
Hon. Henry M. Jackson, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Jackson: This is to advise you of the support of the Columbia 
Basin Commission for 8. 2215, legislation authorizing the construction of the 
Spokane Valley project in Washington and Idaho. 

After a hearing in Spokane, December 5, 1957, at which time representatives 
of the irrigation districts concerned and the Spokane Canal Co. had presented 
thorough testimony on the project, the commission adopted a resolution favoring 
the passage of S. 2215. The commission favors the 75-year repayment period 
in this measure. 

The commission would have no objection to this statement on its position being 
used at hearings which the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs may condnict on this legislation. 

We wish to urge the subcommittee’s favorable consideration of S. 2215. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN A. RICHARDSON, 
Secretary, Columbia Basin Commission. 

Senator Jackson. The first witness this morning is my colleague, 

the Senator from Washington, Senator Magnuson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Magnuson. Mr. Chairman, I have a joint statement on 
behalf of both yourself and myself on the project. 

Mr. Chairman, the scope and plan of the project are, of course, fully 
set forth in the project report prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and will be further explained by the departmental witnesses present 
at the hearing today. 

Therefore, it should be sufficient for us to point out that the pro- 
posed project would embrace some 10,290 acres, of which 197 acres 
are in the State of Idaho and the balance in the State of Washington. 

Seven existing irrigation districts are involved in the plan. ‘The 
irrigated lands are located along the Spokane River just east of the 
city of Spokane. 

Unless the existing irrigation works are modified according to the 

lan, a continued supply of water to the farmlands involved cannot 
e maintained. 
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Hence, the urgent need for action on this proposal. 

We believe that a major concern of the committee in studying the 
proposed project will be the repayment ability of the water users. 
Our bill proposes a repayment period of not to exceed 75 years. We 
oe that this would greatly exceed the normal 50-year pay-out 

eriod. 
t It was our feeling in drafting the bill that an extended repayment 
period could be justified in view of the estimated repayment ability 
of the several irrigation districts. 

You will note that the Department’s report on our bill suggests a 
50-year repayment period and indicates that the irrigation costs could 
be repaid by the water users within this time based on 1956 construc- 
tion costs. 

However, the report admits that between October 1956 and July 
1957 the estimated cost rose from $4,808,000 to $5,016,000. 

The report further admits that increased costs by the time of 
construction could require such an increase in the annual charges in 
order to pay out in 50 vears that the irrigators would be unable to 
meet the obligation. The Department’s report, therefore, bears out 
the need for an extended repayment period if the project is to be 
feasible. 

However, the committee may wish to consider an additional factor 
which has been called to our attention since introduction of the bill, 
and we urge the comittee to do so. 

This factor is the water right enjoyed by the Spokane River Canal 
Co.—the combined irrigation districts. This right, established at the 
turn of the century under Idaho law, entitles the irrigation districts 
to 253 second-feet of the flow of the Spokane River. 

Currently, this flow is being utilized for irrigation purposes. The 
proposed plan now before the committee would utilize subterranean 
water pumped to the surface as a substitute for that presently diverted 
from the Spokane River. 

The Washington Water Power Co., which has generating facilities 
on the Spokane River, has agreed to compensate the irrigation dis- 
tricts for the increased stream flow which will be available when the 
new project is in operation. 

The agreement will credit the districts for 50 percent of the costs 
of pumping under the new project up to a maximum of $30,000. 

Rodiesn tatives of the irrigation districts present at this hearing 
will go into detail concerning this agreement and will present their 
proposal that a portion of the irrigation costs of the project be paid 
from surplus power revenues. 

If the committee agrees to this proposal, the water users’ share of 
construction costs could be repaid within the 50-year period. 

As the committee is well aware, a portion of the costs of a number 
of irrigation projects are, by statute, paid by surplus power revenues. 

We believe that these projects are sufficient precedent for similar 
action on the Spokane Valley project. However, we also believe that 
the proposal has additional and unique merit in view of the districts’ 
right to 253 second-feet of the Spokane River flow—a flow which 
empties into Franklin D. Roosevelt Lake, thus enhancing power 
generation at Grand Coulee and other dams below Grand Coulee on 
the Columbia River. 








SPOKANE VALLEY PROJECT, WASHINGTON AND IDAHO 17 


We are hopeful that the committee will approve an amended version 
of our bill providing for a 50-year payout period, with that portion of 
the costs which is beyond the ability of the water users to pay being 
repaid from surplus power revenues. 

I notice the Budget Bureau, in a letter to this committee on June 
17, 1957, recommends deferral of the project until the project report 
has been submitted. The report has been submitted and I understand 
now that that objection is removed by the submission of a report 
on February 25 in this particular case on the project by the Depart- 
ment. 

Senator Jackson. That is correct. 

Senator Magnuson, does that conclude your statement, sir, at this 
time? 

Senator Macnuson. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Congressman Horan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WALT HORAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say when I was 6 years 
old I first saw the area that we are attempting now to rehabilitate. A 
cousin of mine, who happened to run a grocery store in Spokane at the 
time, and I went out to the end of the trolley. He had his delivery 
rig there, his horse and buggy. We went out to look over Greenacres. 
This was in 1906, I think, just before Greenacres was taken in as a 
reclamation project. So, I have a considerable background on what 
we are discussing here. : 

At that time, Spokane Valley was being developed as an adjunct, 
almost the breadbasket for the city of Spokane. As happened in 
those days, in the early days of reclamation in the West, all we were 
thinking about was getting water on the land. The idea of having 
reenforced concrete conduits and the idea of having reenforced canals 
was not thought of. Actually, most of us in those days thought that 
what they were doing in Spokane Valley was pretty advanced reclama- 
tion. It has turned out now, some 40 to 45 years later, that what they 
were doing was not advanced. 

Today the flumes have been rebuilt several times; they need to be 
rebuilt badly now. The concrete that they used in those early days 
today is caving in and is about to crumble away. So, the Spokane 
Valley, which today is an important part of the city of Spokane, is in 
bad.shape. The need for action to rehabilitate these early reclamation 
projects, in my opinion, is very, very serious. 

I think it was 4 years ago that we went out and looked at the flume 
out there, and at that time I was informed that you could not drive a 
nail into the flume and expect to have it hold. It is only by the grace 
of God that that main flume, which runs for 2 miles and is the main 
artery of the area we are talking about, has stood up. It has, even 
— 4 years ago you could not drive a nail into it and expect it to 

old. 

It surprises me that it stood up under about an 80-mile-an-hour wind 
there 2 years ago. When I heard about that wind I held my breath, 
but the flume is still there. But it is in dire need of reconstruction. 
The fact is that these 10,000 acres that we are talking about now are 
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populated by probably 7,500 people living in that area who would have 
to haul water if somebody should come along and destroy that flume. 

So, the need for action is indeed imminent. I am only hopeful that 
that we can get this bill through the Senate and have action in the 
House and get started on it this year. 

Senator Maanuson. Mr. Horan, what is the legislative situation in 
the House on this bill? 

Mr. Horan. It is before the subcommittee. 

Senator Macnuson. No hearings have been held? 

Mr. Horan. No hearings. This arrangement here involves the 
relinquishing of water taken out of the Spokane River above the Post 
Falls, which is valued at about $30,000 a year, I think. Now, we 
will have expert witnesses on this. By reason of that, we are hopeful 
that we can consider that value in the repayment schedule. I want 
that fully developed, and I think it is worthy of your situation here. 

Senator Jackson. In the joint statement by Senator Magnuson and 
myself, we pointed out that the districts obtained under Idaho law 
at the turn of the century the right to take from Spokane River 263 
second-feet. It is our understanding, and I assume it is yours,too, 
that, at least on a tentative basis, the Washington Water Power Co. 
has agreed to give the districts an annual credit of $30,000 against 
their pumping charges. This would indicate that the property right 
over a 50-year period would be worth a minimum of a million and a 
half dollars. 

As I understand the proposed project, the water would be obtained 
by pumping from wells. This would make available the water that is 
now being taken out of the Spokane River to the maximum allowed by 
law, 253 second-feet, available for downstream benefits, not only at the 
Grand Coulee, but it would be projected all the way down the river. 

I do believe this brings into focus a new factor, a new element, 
that you, Senator Magnuson and myself, were not cognizant of at the 
time the bill was introduced. 

Mr. Horan. I have had many discussions with Eldon Thomas on 
this and I was trying to figure out how we could tie it up with Post 
Falls Dam as a multiple-purpose project. 

Of course, the usual way of doing that is when the dam is built. 
Here we are not building a dam; we are actually giving back a value, 
so it puts a new focus on it. 

I think we are indebted to Mr. Thomas and to Mr. Rudolf for dis- 
covering a new approach to this thing. The value is there. 

I certainly want this committee to consider it. I hope that you will 
act on it. 

Mr. Chairman, that is about all I have to say. We have Mr. 
Eldon Thomas, the manager of the existing project in the area that 
needs rehabilitation so badly. 

We have Mr. Kermit Rudolf, who is counsel for this irrigation area. 

We have Mr. N. B. Bennett, from the Department. 

We have so many people here who are qualified to add to this 
testimony. 

That is about all I have to say. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Congressman Horan, we appreciate 
very much having your statement. 

Mr. Horan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Jackson. The witnesses today are N. B. Bennett, Jr., 
chief of the project development. 

Mr. Shinn, president of the Spokane River Canal Co. 

John Miller, vice president of the Spokane River Canal Co. 

Eldon Thomas, manager of the Spokane River Canal Co. 

And Mr. Kermit Rudolf, who is attorney of the Spokane River 
Canal Co. 

The next witness will be Mr. N. B. Bennett. 

You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Bennett. 


STATEMENT OF N. B. BENNETT, JR., CHIEF, PROJECT DEVELOP- 
MENT DIVISION, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Department of 
the Interior has reported favorably on S. 2215 by letter of February 
25, 1958, subject to consideration of modifying the 75-year payout 
contained therein. 

The proposed Spokane Valley project is a single purpose irrigation 
project. The project lands, consisting of 10,280 acres, are located on 
the lowland plain along the Spokane River just to the east of the city 
of Spokane. 

The area is about 15 miles long and stretches from the Spokane 
city limits across the Washington-Idaho border. About 197 acres 
are situated in Idaho. 

The presently irrigated project area in Washington is served by 
7 irrigation districts ranging in size from 285 to 3,897 acres. Approxi- 
dikeeky 8,370 acres of the 10,290 project acres are currently being 
irrigated from a gravity water supply obtained by diverting from the 
Spokane River in the vicinity of Post Falls, Idaho. 

The diversion works and a main canal running along the riverbank 
were constructed by private enterprise in the early 1900’s. 

The existing irrigation works are badly in need of rehabilitation, and 
the main canal is threatened in a few places by river erosion and may 
fail at any time. 

The present system no longer provides the type of service needed 
or desired by the water users. 

The plan of development proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
would provide a full water supply to the 10,290 acres. The water 
would be obtained by pumping from ground water utilizing a number 
of wells throughout the project area. The water would be delivered 
under pressure to the lands through close pipe distribution systems 
for irrigation by sprinkler heads. 

Iu general, irrigation districts would be served by separate or 
individual water systems. Irrigation by sprinkler method has definite 
advantages in this area and is the type of service desired by the water 

sers. 
Besides wells, pumps, and the closed pipe distribution systems, the 
principal project works would also include steel tank regulating reser- 
voirs and turnouts for delivery of water to individual ownerships. 
Electric power for project pumping would be supplied by the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co. 

It is estimated that the proposed project would cost $5,016,000 
based on July 1957 price indexes, which are essentially the same as 
those for January 1958. 
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This amount is allocated to irrigation and is reimbursable. 

Annual operation, maintenance, and replacement costs, which 
include the cost of pumping power, are estimated on the basis of 
current prices at about $121,000. 

Crops grown in the full-time farming operations are primarily small 
_— dry seed peas, dry beans, alfalfa, pasture, grass seeds, tree 
ruits, and truck crops. 

The general crops are grown on the larger size farms while the 
smaller farms produce the tree fruits and truck crops. 

It must be pointed out, however, that almost two-thirds of the 
roject area and more than 98 percent of the ownerships are in plots 
ess than 30 acres in size. 

The great majority of water users, therefore, do not operate full- 
time farms and depend largely upon off-farm income for their 
livelihood. 

In these circumstances payment capacity for the small or suburban 
type farms cannot be determined by the customary analysis as 
payment capacity becomes, in effect, willingness to repay. 
wae indicated in the Department’s report on S. 2215, it is the view 
that— 


Considering the suburban nature of the large number of holdings in the project 
lands, it would not impose an undue burden on the water users to require full 
repayment of all costs involved over a period of 50 years rather than the 75-year 
period called for by the bill (p. 2, line 21), providing such costs do not exceed the 
values based on October 1956 prices. 

The price situation existing in October 1956 was such that construc- 
tion costs were estimated at $4,808,000, and annual operation, main- 
tenance, and replacement costs at $116,000, or a total annual cost of 
$212,160, based on a 50-year payout period. To maintain a degree 
of equity between those obtaining their livelihood from the land and 
those who do not, a combined per-acre and turnout charge was 
proposed. 

In order that the payment capacity of $12 per acre, based on a 
250/265 price level on the full-time farms would not be exceeded, the 
components of the combined charge would need to be $11 per acre 
and $27.75 per turnout. The present price situation, however, is 
such that construction costs are estimated at $5,016,000, and 
O. M. and R. at $120,615. 

If the foregoing components of $11 and $27.75 are maintained, a 
total payout period of 55 years would be required. If a 50-year 
payout is to be maintained, the turnout charge would need to be 
$30.20, with not to exceed 1 turnout for each 30 acres, or unit, which- 
ever is smaller. If the one ne components of $11 per acre and $15 
per turnout are maintained, a total payout period of about 100 years 
would be required. 

I want to point out that these are sample calculations. Exactly 
what arrangement would finally be worked out is going to require 
considerably more study as to combinations of possible acreage charges 
and possible turnout charges. I think the important principle to 
understand and to be maintained on this project is that the combined 
charges do not exceed the payment capacity of the full-time farmers. 

At the same time, we have to recognize that the area is now suburban 
in many of its locations and will likely increase in terms of number of 
small units. So that must be taken into consideration, we believe, 
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in figuring a turnout charge. The water users of the seven irrigation 
districts in Washington have indicated support for the Spokane 
Valley project and have contributed funds to aid in fmancing investi- 
gations to solve their water problems, 

The plan currently being considered was selected from several 
alternative possibilities resulting from these investigations. Our 
studies indicate that the ground-water supply is more than adequate 
to provide for the new project; also, that the quality of the water, as 
demonstrated by its use for many years on other lands in the area, is 
good for irrigation. 

The project has a favorable benefit-cost ratio of 1.87 to 1, based on 
on a 50-year period of analysis. It is entirely an irrigation project, so 
there are no allocations to be made except to irrigation. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Bennett, I have one question. If this 
project pumps ground water, no longer takes surface water from the 
Spokane River, would the surface water then be in addition to the 
total surface flow available to all of the powerplants downstream on the 
Columbia River. 

Mr. Bennetr. Some part and perhaps all of that water would be 
available. The diversions now run approximately 66,000 acre-feet 

er year out of the Spokane River. That water would be available 
immediately to go through the powerplant of the Washington Water 
Power Co. There is no question about that. The power company 
has recognized it and has offered, actually, to give the organization a 
50-percent discount or $30,000 per year, whichever is less, on their 
power bill for pumping. 

However, of that 66,000 acre-feet diverted, a lot of it found its way 
back into the ground water and, hence, into the Spokane River. If 
the 66,000 acre-feet were allowed to flow down the river in the way 
in which it did occur, the net addition to the flow through the Colum- 
bia River plants would probably be in the magnitude of some 12,000 
to 15,000 acre-feet. 

However, if it can be stored up at Coeur d’Alene, for example, and 
released in the winter months when more water is needed in the 
system, then, of course, it would have a greater value than indicated 
by 12,000 to 15,000 acre-feet. We cannot give you an exact answer 
without detailed study, but it does look as though there would be some 
added benefits to the downstream plants. 

Senator JAcKson. In other words, we do have a sit uation here which 
is rather unique in that the water district, the canal company, has 
this valuable property right to take from the river 253 second-feet. 
It is a property right which the Washington Water Power Co. recog- 
nizes. There is a definite contribution downstream; it would require 
study to spell out with some exactness the exact nature of the 
contribution. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. You are saying, further, that if steps should be 
taken to store the water which would maximize the usefulness of this 
water by making it available during the period when the Columbia 
River is at a low ebb, and that would be from roughly September or 
October to April, it would have an even greater contribution to make in 
terms of power outlook. Is that about the terms of the situation? 
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Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. How long would it take to make that study? 

Mr. Bennerr. That would be an extremely involved, complicated 
study to get any kind of accurate answer at all. 

Senator Jackson. Would it not be appropriate for Congress to at 
least take legislative notice of a contribution that is made here? 
Otherwise, it may delay this project for some time. 

Mr. Bennerr. I should think that you could base your considera- 
tions on the probability that there would be a minimum and it would 
be a bottom minimum, I think, of about 15,000 acre-feet. That would 
be a minimum. The problem is the question of how much of the 
water which was being discharged in the Spokane River in the winter 
months would not be so discharged and would actually come out of 
storage at Coeur d’Alene. That would be a relative technical study 
to get a good answer. 

Senator Jackson. What would 15,000 acre-feet be in terms of 
dollar computation here, computed benefits? Can you give us a 
rough estimate? 

I want it clearly understood that we are exploring an area not 
contemplated, Mr. Bennett, prior to a day or two ago and I should 
like to say that you will have the opportunity of revising the remarks 
here because I realize that you cannot just off the cuff give a final 
answer. 

With that understanding, you may proceed. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

An extremely rough computation indicates that water through the 
plants from Grand Coulee on downstream probably is worth in those 
winter months about a dollar per acre-foot, perhaps a little more. 

Senator Jackson. During the winter months? 

Mr. Bennett. During the winter months. 

Mr. LinEweavEr. To each plant? 

Mr. Bennett. Total throughout the system, about a dollar an 
acre-foot. It is a rough computation. It is based simply upon the 
kilowatts installation at those plants including some now under 
construction and the total head available. 

Senator Jackson. If Washington Water Power places a value of 
$30,000 annually, and they are not about to give away $30,000 
annually, even to the Canal Co., I do not believe, would that not be a 
fairly good rule of thumb to follow? 

Mr. Bennett. No, Mr. Chairman. The Washington Water Power 
Co. is in a position to utilize the entire 66,000 acre-feet. They are 
immediate!y below the source. They could put every drop of it right 
through their plants and they are valuing it at approximately 15 
cents per acre-foot through their plants. 

But when you take water of that kind and run it into the Columbia 
River, with its tremendous amounts of water, it is a relatively small 
amount and it does not give you any appreciable increase in head at 
those plants, anything of that kind, but it does give you some addi- 
tional kilowatt-hours simply by added quantities. 

Senator Jackson. Of course, you get into an area of speculation 
as to whether the contribution during the summer months might be 
substantial, assuming a heavy demand on power. We could get 
into an area where it is difficult to predict; is that not right? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 
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Senator Jackson. Right now we have a surplus of power during 
a period where we normally would have a brownout, we Fave 800,000 
kilowatts, I believe, available in the Bonneville system due to the 
cutback on aluminum products. 

Mr. Bewnnetr. I think it is fair to conclude that there certainly 
would be some value to that water. It would be almost impossible 
to put an accurate dollar-and-cents figure on it. 

Senator Jackson. But we do have here, Mr. Bennett, do we not, 
a second factor that we have not had in other projects where we have 
in effect tied, as you know, the project to the dam. We have a list 
of them which we have available here. 

Mr. Bennetr. You have many in the Columbia Basin such as 
Crooked River-—- 

Senator Jackson. Yes, a series of them, where part of the cost, so 
they would pay out, were tied to the dams, tied to the power revenues. 

In each of those instances I believe there was not the second factor 
we were discussing, namely this valuable property right, which the 
district owns. 

So you have the previous precedents with the following percentages 
of total and irrigation costs of reclamation projects to be repaid by 
net power revenues. 


Project Percent of | Percent of ir- 
total cost rigation cost 


Foster Creek, Wash_- ee PFs! iis 53 53 
Crooked River, Oreg-- paket : wine ean 30 36 
Boise, Idaho -__- = meant ; ‘ ee 25 26 
Columbia Basin, Wash__-- hbase : i 88 84 
Palisades, Idaho 225 : , ; 4 48 5 
Central Valley, Calif_- ‘ phat ie dg butted Rbk > be 4 “s é 48 23 

Kennewick (Yakima), Wash 5 nite iv 56 45 
Rio Grande, N. Mex.-Tex---- Sid abhi dt a .-| 27 
Shoshone, Wyo-.---_---- ee ‘ > Ae 22 6 
Colorado Big Thompson, Colo os JS ; 81 71 
Kendrick, Wyo-- alee pe ‘3 98 | 96 
North Platte, N. Mex.-Wyo ; : 3 21 13 
Missouri River Basin (6 States) _______- tae Jd : dass } 88 
Upper Colorado (5 States) J eam 90 








There is certainly nothing new about the principle, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator JacKsoN; So there is that precedent which would definitely 
apply here, would it not? 

Mr. Benner. Yes, sir; there is a precedent. 

Senator Jackson. Plus the second factor of a valuable property 
right which did not occur. I believe, in the other projects. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, it did not occur in any of the other 
projects. 

There is this additional fact in which it is different from other 
projects. In a project of this nature we are not able to arrive at 
so-called payment capacity which we compute for other projects. 

The principle established on other projects is that the irrigators 
would pay up to their ability to pay and power revenues would pay 
the difference. 

Now, here we are unable to determine so-called payment capacity 
because of the tremendous number of small units that are not full-time 
farms, do not make their living off the land. 

Their ability to pay for a project of this kind is a matter of repay- 
ment willingness based upon wages they received from off farm. 
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So if you were to consider that approach, I think you might want 
to. place a minimum in the bill that the water users would pay, $4.2 
million, $4.8 million, something of that sort, and anything above that, 
depending on what the final costs are, might be a charge against power 
revenues. 

I think you would have to be somewhat arbitrary at that point. 

Senator Jackson. Just place a floor? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; place a floor of what the water users would have 
to pay and the difference would go to power. 

eter Jackson. If you make a study right now as to the economic 
situation in the valley on the part of people who farm part time and 
are working, it is not too good. 

We can ask the witnesses from the company, but I know from the 
figures that I get each week the valley is hard hit and the Spokane area 
is in a so-called labor-surplus area. 

Senator Magnuson. How would you determine the ability to 
pay on a small unit? Their ability to pay from what they take off 
the unit, or the net worth of the person living there? 

Mr. Bennett. On the small units we simply are unable to compute 
what they can pay. It is a matter of repayment willingness. 

Senator MaGnuson. What do you mean by what they can pay? 
You might have a millionaire living out there in a suburban district. 

Mr. Bennett. No, sir; on a full-time farm. 

Senator MaGnuson. You take their ability to pay from what they 
get from the land? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. That we can compute with reasonable accu- 
racy. 

Senator MaGnuson. That is why you recommend that in any event 
there might be some units and there are some units out there where a 

erson has a small piece of land and maybe they are not using it at all 
or farming, but he should pay a minimum because the water would be 
available and be part of the system. 

Mr. Bennett. That is right, and his payment would have to come 
out of wages that he is making from working in town. 

Senator Maenuson. I know a few people out there that, taken to- 
gether, could pay for the whole project. I think we ought to be 
careful about that. 

Mr. Bennett. We always base our repayment capacity, so far as 
full-time farms are concerned, on the revenues that come from the 
project and not from other sources. 

Senator Magnuson. Yes. I understand the position of the De- 
partment would be; because it would be difficult to determine that 
type of revenue from the land, there should be some kind of minimum 
so that there would not be an escapement by some people who might 
not take all out of the land that they could. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, and it also gives some way of com- 
puting how much power revenues would be needed to assist the irriga- 
tion. 

Senator Magnuson. Has the Department made a suggestion as to 
that minimum? 

Mr. Bennett. Only as the Department’s report indicates. It 
indicates a 50-year period provided such costs do not exceed the value 
based on October 1956 prices. 
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Now, that is saying that they believe the minimum ought to be those 
figures which would repay $4,808,000 in 50 years. 

Senator Magnuson. As I read the letter, $11 per acre and $15 per 
turnout. 

Mr. Bennett. I do not think that is what it means, Senator. I 
think really what it says is that whatever the combination of charges 
might be, pay out of the $4,808,000 in 50 years ought to set the 
minimum. 

Now, how that combination would be worked out remains to be seen. 

ener Maenuson. Would you think it would be higher than $11 
and $15? 

Mr. Bennett. I should think it would have to be; yes, sir. 

Senator Magnuson. Why would it be higher? 

Mr. Bennett. Because the $11 and the $15 combined does not 
pay out the $4.8 million with the present-day operation and mainte- 
nance costs. 

Senator Magnuson. How was the $11 and $15 arrived at? 

Mr. Bennett. That was based on the cost of $4.2 million and an 
operation and maintenance cost of about $81,000. 

Senator Magnuson. When was that estimated? 

Mr. Bennett. That was back in 1956 in the first report. 

Senator Magnuson. You mean the costs have gone up that much 
in 2 years? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, costs have gone up. The estimates were made 
for the 1956 report. As of today costs have gone up that much. 

Senator Magnuson. Could the Department say what has gone up 
in those costs? 

Mr. Bennett. It is mostly construction prices, steel pipe. 

Senator Magnuson. Steel has gone up that much in a year? 

Mr. Bennett. Including the cost of putting it in. The August 
1956 report prices were 1955 prices, so you have a 3-year period. 

Senator Maenuson. This is in February, I suppose these estimates 
were made in 1957? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; that is correct. Those are July 1957 prices. 

Let me check the date of the prices on the 1956 report here. 

Senator Macnuson. The only reason I ask the question is that I 
think I know what they are trying to say here, but 1 think the record 
ought to be clear that where you mention $11 and $15 based upon 
an estimate in 1955 and then say it is going to be much higher just 
because 2 years has elapsed, we ought to have something in the record 
to show what has become higher. 

Mr. Bennett. It is principally the steel pipe that has gone up. 

Senator Macnuson. In 2 years it has gone up that much. 

Mr. Bennett. In 2 years; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Could you clarify on page 3 of your statement, 
the next to the last paragraph: 

: a order that the payment capacity of $12 per acre based on a 250/265 price 
evel. 

What does that mean? 

Mr. Benner. That is the relationship of prices paid to” prices 
received. 

Senator Jackson. You mean for the farmer? 
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Mr. Bennett. Yes. Actually, it is the reverse; the 250 is the price 
received, and the 265 is the price paid. It gives you a parity of about 
94. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Bennett, I wonder if you would be. good 
enough to prepare an amendment to the bill at the committee’s request 
that Sanit carry out what we have in mind here, leaving blank the 
exact floor as to what it should be—that is, what the water users 
should pay—but carrying out the questions indicated in our discussion 
this morning with reference to the water right of the company in con- 
nection with their allowable take of 253 second-feet and additional 


factors that exist in connection with the precedents that have been 
established. 

Mr. Bennett. We will do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lineweaver. And any other amendment that they desire to 
suggest to S. 2215. 

(The following communication, containing the information re- 
quested, was subsequently received :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1958. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator Murray: At the hearing on March 13 on 8S. 2215, a bill to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Spokane Valley project, Washington and Idaho, under Federal reclamation laws, 
Senator Jackson, acting chairman, requested Mr. N. B. Bennett, Jr., of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, to furnish drafts of amendments which would permit 
the fixing of the repayment obligation of the water users and the charging of the 
remaining irrigation costs of the project to revenues from (1) the marketing of 
power by the Bonneville Power Administration and (2) the marketing of power 
from the Columbia Basin project. Such drafts are enclosed for the consideration 
of your committee. 

hese drafts have been prepared as a service to the committee. We have not 
considered their merits. For this reason and for the further reason that they 
have not been cleared through the Bureau of the Budget, you will appreciate 
that we are not in a position to make any commitment with respect to them at 
this time. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. Searon, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
ALTERNATIVE 1 


1. Rewrite section 2 of 8S. 2215 to read: 

“Contracts to repay that portion of the cost of the Spokane Valley project 
which is allocated to irrigation and assigned to be repaid by irrigation-water users 
(exclusive of such portion of said cost as may be derived from temporary water- 
supply contracts or from other sources) shall be entered into pursuant to sub- 
section (d), section 9, of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and 
may provide that the general repayment obligation, which in no event shall be 
less than $- -, shall be spread in annual installments, which may be varied as 
to any required annual payment in the light of economic factors affecting the 
ability of the contracting organization to pay and of water-supply and water- 
requirement conditions but in number and amounts satisfactory to the Secre- 
tary over a period of not more than fifty years, which period shall be exclusive of 
any permissible development period for any project unit or for any irrigation 
block if the project contract unit be divided into two or more irrigation blocks. 
Costs allocated to irrigation in excess of the amount specified to be repaid by the 
irrigation-water users shall be returned to the reclamation fund, during a period 
of time which shall not exceed the period of repayment by the irrigation water 
users by more than ten years, from net revenues derived by the Secretary of the 
Interior from the disposition of power marketed through the Bonneville Power 
Administration.” 
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2. In the event section 2 is rewritten as set forth in paragraph 1, section 1 of 
§. 2215 should be amended by inserting the words ‘‘physical plan set forth in the” 
between the words “the” and “report” in line 3 on page 2. 


ALTERNATIVE 2 


1. Rewrite section 2 of S. 2215 to read: 

“Contracts to repay that portion of the cost of the Spokane Valley project 
which is allocated to irrigation and assigned to be repaid by irrigation-water users 
(exclusive of such portion of said cost as may be derived from temporary water- 
supply contracts or from other sources) shall be entered into pursuant to subsec- 
tion (d), section 9, of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), and 
may provide that the general repayment obligation, which in no event shall be 
less than $————, shall be spread in annual installments, which may be varied as 
to any required annual payment in the light of economic factors affecting the 
ability of the contracting organization to pay and water-supply and water- 
requirement conditions but in number and amounts satisfactory to the Secretary 
over a period of not more than fifty years, which period shall be exclusive of any 

rmissible development period, for any project unit or for any irrigation block 
if the project contract unit be divided into two or more irrigation blocks. Costs 
allocated to irrigation in excess of the amount specified to be repaid by the irriga- 
tion-water users shall be returned to the reclamation fund, during a period of time 
which shall not exceed the period of repayment by the irrigation-water users by 
more than ten years, from net revenues derived from the marketing of power 
from the Columbia Basin project which are surplus to the payment requirements 
of ig Columbia Basin project returnable from power revenues in accordance 
with law. 


2. In the event section 2 is rewritten as set forth in paragraph 1, section 1 of 
S. 2215 should be amended by inserting the words “physical plan set forth in the” 
between the words ‘‘the”’ and “report” in line 3 on page 2, 

Senator Magnuson. Has there been any testimony on what will be 
the initial cost the first year? 

Senator Jackson. You mean the cost of the project? 

Senator Magnuson. I was thinking in terms of appropriations 
because if we get this through quickly, then, of course, well, it has to 
come down to my shop. 

Senator Jackson. At this point, Senator Magnuson, I might ask 
the preliminary question: Is the engineering well enough advanced 
that if the project is authorized in time by the Congress and appropria- 
tion sufficient to start the project could be obtained, you are in an 
engineering position to go ahead? 

Mr. Bennetr. We are and we would need about $250,000 the 
first year. 

Senator Magnuson. That is what I want. 

Mr. Bennett. That would be principally to finish up the planning 
— get out the designs and specifications on the units and call for 

ids. 

Senator Magnuson. So the record would show that if the project 
should be authorized that the initial appropriation for the next fiscal 
year would run into the general neighborhood of $250,000? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. I have one other question, Mr. Bennett: 

Earlier in your testimony in response to my question about down- 
stream benefits, you indicated the need for a study in order to make an 
exact mathematical determination of that contribution in waterflow. 

This would be a rather expensive undertaking, would it not? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, Mr. Chairman, it would be expensive and time 
coasuming. 

Senator Jackson. And you would not recommend it as a part of the 
study of this project? 
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Mr. Bennett. No, sir; I think that it would be unnecessary 
because you now have some approximation of what it would be worth 
and there can be little question but what there is some value at least 
to that water. 

Senator Jackson. Assuming a reasonable allowance for the contri- 
bution made by the waterflow downstream to the other projects it 
would not affect the financial feasibility of the downstream Federal 
project at this time, would it? 

Mr. Bennett. You mean if the downstrem plants were to aid 
irrigation here? 

Senator Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Bewnnert. It certainly would not affect their feasibility, 
articularly if it is done in the same manner as the principle established 
or upper Colorado, namely, the payout of the irrigation costs after 

payout of the powerplants. 

Senator Jackson. Of course, in addition here you do have an actual 
contribution that may be indeterminate at this time, but there is this 
additional factor that did not exist in the other projects where water 
will be made available which is not now available? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Magnuson? 

Senator Maenuson. When the Department studies a project such 
as this, which contemplates the use of wells, what kind of study do 
you make of the underground water tables in the area? 

Mr. Bennett. It depends, of course, upon the area itself. In this 
particular area there was a good record and history of existing wells 
that was sufficient to indicate there was little problem with ground 
water availability. 

Senator Maanuson. In this particular case, would you take into 
consideration the type of contract that the company would make with 
the Washington Water Power Co. as to future use of the water if the 
well should prove inadequate? 

Mr. Bennett. I do not know offhand how we could take account 
of that in our repayment contracts, which is what I think you are 
asking about. 

We would have to base our contracts upon return of the investment 
under whatever act Congress passes. Unless Congress itself puts 
something in the bill giving us authority to do that, we could not 
under our present law write in such a provision into our repayment 
contracts. 

Senator Jackson. Of course, you can if it is provided by statute? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Senator Maanuson. So you think we should provide it by statute? 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t see any need for it for this project. 

Senator MaGnuson. In other words, what I am trying to get at 
here, some projects based upon wells are sometimes looked upon a 
little bit skeptically because of the fact of the nature of the under- 
ground water table and the possibility under certain circumstances 
that the wells might go dry and the project could not continue or be 
inadequate. 

But you feel in this particular case of the rain and the nature of the 
area that that possibility is very, very remote? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 
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Senator Magnuson. The reason I want that in the record is 
because, as you know, because there is a growing danger in this 
country of the falling of all of the underground water tables and we will 
be asked that question and we will have to explain that this is a little 
different type of area with the surrounding hills and the drainage 
system which probably would make the possibility very, very remote 
of these wells running dry. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

There is so deep an aquifer here that the existing wells have not 
penetrated through it yet. We don’t know how deep it is. 

Mr. Lineweaver. The project report that covered the status of 
the ground water is very, very good. That was made by the Geo- 
logical Survey. 

I believe the Washington State people participated in it. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, they did. 

Mr. Lineweaver. It is a very good substantiation for the avail- 
ability of the ground water. So I would think there is hardly a remote 
chance that the underground supply would be dissipated. 

Senator Maanuson. I am glad that that is in detail because some- 
times, as you know, particularly down in Appropriations, when you 
talk about wells they hoist a flag right away on you. 

Mr. Lineweaver. This situation up there is entirely different 
from what it is in the other sections of the West. 

Senator Jackson. I think that is a very good point. With the 
record and the report we should be in a fairly strong position. 

Is that right, Mr. Bennett? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson. About 1,900 acres of the area is not now irrigated. 
Some time will be required to prepare these lands for irrigation. The 
presently irrigated lands will need to be changed over from gravity 
urigation to sprinkler irrigation. A development period will be 
needed for these purposes. The full 10-year development period usu- 
ally allowed for new lands will not be needed but perhaps 5 or 6 years 
would seem to be required. Would it not be likely, therefore, that 
during the period of construction plus a development period the present 
bonded indebtedness could be retired? 

Mr. Bennett. At the present time the districts are retiring the bonds 
at an average rate of about $35,000 per year. This rate could be 
increased upon completion of construction. Some of the bonds can 
be retired at any time, others cannot. It should be possible that by 
the end of approximately 10 years those bonds subject to recall could 
be paid off and a fund accumulated to retire the others when they fall 
due. In such event the full amortization capacity, or repayment 
willingness would be available to pay on the cost of the new works. 

Senator Jackson. If the plan you just outlined could be carried out, 
and it seems probable that it could, then would not the districts be 
able to pay more in a 50-year payout period than the amount of 
about $3,300,000 indicated by Mr. Rudolph? 

Mr. Bennett. As a minimum they would be able to pay more by 
the amount of the bonds so retired. Using Mr. Rudolph’s figures the 
repayable amount would then be the approximately $3,700,000 con- 
tained in his statement. Using the sample calculations I presented 
earlier in my testimony we would still arrive at $4,808,000 in the 50- 
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year period as we had already assumed the bonds would be retired 
over and above the amount returned to the United States on new 
construction. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further questions, Senator Mag- 
nuson? 

Senator Maenuson. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Bennett. 

You may stay right where you are, if you do not mind, sir. 

I will call on Mr. Eldon Thomas, who is manager of the Spokane 
River Canal Co. 

You may wish to introduce the officers, Mr. Thomas, and the next 
witness. 

Mr. Tuomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF ELDON THOMAS, MANAGER, SPOKANE RIVER 
CANAL CO. 


Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr. Frank 

Shinn, president of our organization; Mr. John Miller, the vice 
resident; Mr. Kermit Rudolf, the attorney; and ask at this time that 

r. Rudolf be recognized as the speaker of our group. 

At the conclusion of his report if there are any questions, we will all 
be available for the answers. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. 

You may proceed, Mr. Rudolf, with your prepared statement and 
then comment at your convenience. 


STATEMENT OF KERMIT RUDOLF, ATTORNEY, SPOKANE RIVER 
CANAL CO. 


Mr. Rupotr. Gentlemen, this statement is submitted to you in 
support of S. 2215, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the Spokane Valley project, Wash- 
ington and Idaho, under Federal Reclamation laws. 

The statement is made for the purpose of summarizing the oral 
testimony of Frank P. Shinn, John Miller, Eldon L. Thomas, and 
Kermit M. Rudolf, the president, vice president, engineer and at- 
torney, respectively, of the consolidated organization made up of the 
seven individual irrigation districts included in and desiring the pro- 
posed project. 

To state that the project is desired is to grossly understate the fact 
that the project is urgently required to preserve the economy which 
now exists in the Spokane Valley by reason of the present irrigation 
of most of the acreage included in the proposed project. 

The present irrigation system is in the last stages of disrepair and 
inefficiency, and at a hopeful best can serve the lands for only a few 
more years. 

When this old system fails—as it must—some 10,000 acres of land 
now under irrigation will become dry land, to the detriment of the 
landowners and residents of the Spokane Valley. The deleterious 
effect which would result to the existing economy of the entire area is 
obvious. 
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Consequently, the project contemplated by S. 2215 is not a project 
which would place under new irrigation 10,000 acres of dry lands, and 
thereby create or improve an economy of that locality. 

The project we are urging is one to preserve the irrigation of those 
10,000 acres and to save an existing economy from the disaster inherent 
in what soon will be the collapse of the old irrigation system. 

The proposed project includes 10,290 acres, all of which—except 
for a 197-acre area in Idaho—are included in seven individual irrigation 
districts organized and existing under the laws of the State of Wash- 
ington. All of these 10,290 acres, except some small tracts to which 
the gravity distribution system is unable to convey water, presently 
are irrigated by means of a system which had its start approximately 
50 years ago. 

This old system diverts water from the Spokane River at Post Falls, 
Idaho, and carries the same in a main canal along the north bank of 
the river to the Washington-Idaho State line 5 miles away. 

At that point there is a bifurcation works which divides the water 
for conveyance along approximately 12 miles of North Branch canal 
and 13 miles of South Branch canal. 

The main canal and the branch canals are operated jointly by the 
consolidated organization of the individual irrigation districts and the 
operating and maintenance expenses prorated among the districts. 
Each district takes its proportionate share of water from various 
delivery points along the canals, and from the points of delivery each 
district is responsible for and pays the expense of distributing the 
water to the individual land units. For all the districts, distribution 
laterals total approximately 125 miles. 

The present system of irrigation has outlived its physical life ex- 
pectancy. The age of the system has made it impossible to maintain 
it in a proper state of repair. Line loss of water is excessive, both in 
the main canal and the North and South Branch canals and in the 
individual district laterals, and each year the problem of delivering an 
adequate amount of water to the land becomes more acute. 

Further, the main canal is in great danger of washing away as a 
result of river erosion of the bank along which the canal runs. Rock- 
slides threaten to obliterate portions of the canal. Aside from the 
increasing costs of maintenance, each year could easily be the last year 
water flows through the main canal. The same thing can be said for 
the wooden flumes and other structures in the North and South 
Branch canals. 

The collapse of one or more of these structures is imminent. Such 
collapse could result in untold financial loss to farmers in the Spokane 
Valley, praticularly if the collapse occurred in the middle of a growing 
season. Not only are there no funds for the rebuilding of some of 
these main structures, but there would be no time to restore water 
service before the crops were wiped out. Further, the present gravity 
distribution system was constructed by a water company for the sole 
purpose of selling water rights and lands owned by the company. 

Consequently, the engineering and construction of the system was 
inadequate, resulting in rapid deterioration and in an inability to serve 
some of the acreage in the more remote areas of the system. We have 
dealt at some length on our present dilapidated system in order to 
emphasize, if we can, the extreme emergency condition which confronts 
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the irrigation districts and the individual farmers in the project area 
you have under consideration. Until this old system is replaced, and 
the proposed new system constructed and placed in operation, there 
is a continuing and constant danger that the irrigation water these 
lands require will no longer be available. 

The system designed by the Bureau of Reclamation to provide for 
the continuing wrigation of our lands, and which we consider to be 
practicable and feasible, would substitute the distribution of ground 
water in a closed pipe system for the present diversion and distribu- 
tion by gravity of water from the Spokane River. 

The system would have 18 wells, 14 storage tanks of 50,000-gallon 
capacity each for pressure regulation, and approximately 150 miles 
of underground steel pipelines which would distribute water under 
pressure for sprinkler irrigation. Of the wells, 17 would be dug wells, 
with an average depth of 125 feet. Each well would serve from 450 
to 750 acres. 

The ground-water supply of the Spokane Valley easily is adequate 
to allow for the necessary withdrawal. This adequacy has been 
demonstrated in United States geological surveys and is pointed out 
at length in the Bureau’s report. A turnout for water delivery would 
be provided for each unit of ownership, regardless of size, and it is 
contemplated that for the larger acreages a turnout would be pro- 
vided for each 20 acres. According to the last tabulation computed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, there would be 3,567 individual 
delivery turnouts in the project. 

In the August 1956 report of the Bureau of Reclamation for the 
Spokane Valley project, construction costs were estimated at 
$4,280,000. Subsequently, by reason of increased cost indexes, esti- 
mated project construction costs have been boosted to $5,016,000. 
For the reasons we will mention shortly, we submit that, for authori- 
: zation purposes, the project should be considered with the original 
$4,280,000 figure in mind. Using this figure, the construction cost 
allocable to each of the individual districts, and the project acreage 
for each district, is as follows: 
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Undoubtedly the records of this committee now show or will show 
a number of computations presenting various theories bearing on the 
repayment to the Federal Government of the construction costs of 
this project. 

It is not our intention to attempt to analyze or quarrel with these 
computations, but to present what we consider to be a fair and realistic 
approach to the repayment question. In so doing we point out these 
basic faets: 
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(a) The irrigation districts in question presently have a water right 
whereby, for the irrigation of their lands, they withdraw up to 253 
second-feet from the Spokane River at Post Falls, Idaho. 

The total annual withdrawal from this source is 66,584 acre-feet. 

(6) Upon the installation of the new system for this project, the 
withdrawal of the 66,584 acre-feet would be discontinued and the 
same would be available for downstream power-generation purposes 
inasmuch as the water could remain stored in Lake Coeur d’Alene 
during the summer season and be used for power-generating purposes 
during the peak season of demand. 

In recognition of the value of the release of this 66,584 acre-feet 
by the districts, the Washington Water Power Co. tentatively has 
agreed to discount the districts’ annual power bill for pumping from 
the wells under the new project to the extent of $30,000, or one-half 
of the power bill, whichever is less. 

(c) Upon the discontinuance by the districts of the withdrawal of 
said 66,584 acre-feet from the Spokane River, the water will produce 
power-generating benefits at all downstream facilities on the Columbia 
River. The value of these benefits has not been given any exact com- 
putation, but we submit that such value necessarily would be in excess 
of the $30,000 figure which the Washington Water Power Co. has 
recognized to be the value to it for the availability of this water to 
its power-generating facilities. 

We further submit that the right of the districts to withdraw said 
66,584 acre-feet from the Spokane River is a valuable property right— 
a right which the districts are quite willing to surrender in conjuncticn 
with the installation of the new project, and that the surrender of 
the withdrawal right will result in downstream power-generating 
benefits at least equal to the amount of assistance which the land- 
owners in the Spokane Valley project necessarily must have in order 
for the construction costs to be repaid in 50 years. 

(d) The Bureau of Reclamation has determined the capacity of the 
lands under the project to pay to be $11.75 per acre. Taking into 
account the freeze which hit fruit orchards in the valley since the date 
of the Bureau’s study, and by comparison with other areas in the State 
and with other projects, we actually feel this figure of $11.75 per acre 
is high. 

We point out that 87.3 percent of the project lands, or 8,908 acres, 
are in excess of 2% acres in size and thus are not what the Bureau has 
determined to be homesite tracts. 

However, we feel that the project landowners, in view of the im- 
portance of the project to them and the emergency condition which 
exists, are willing to accept $11.75 per acre, which figure we consider 
to be the average maximum payment capacity of all the lands, taking 
into account the off-farm income of the landowners on the small 
tracts. Therefore, the maximum payment capacity of the project, 
including payments for maintenance and operation and payments for 
construction costs, is $11.75 per acre. 

(e) Our estimate of annual maintenance and operation costs is 
$92,000 per year. The Bureau’s original estimate was $81,200 per 
year; later this estimate was increased to $120,000. We consider the 
project can operate on $92,000. 

(f) Using the Bureau’s formula of an acreage charge and a turnout 
charge, the maximum charge possible within the payment capacity 
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of the lands is¥$11 per acre and $15 per turnout. This combination 
results in an assessment of $11.75 against each acre in a 20-acre tract. 

For smaller size tracts, of course, the assessment per acre is higher. 
We feel that this formula is feasible, and represents payments by the 
lands under the project to the extent of their capacity to pay. 

(g) The charge of $11 per acre and $15 per turnout will produce 
$166,695 per year. After deduction of $92,000 for maintenance and 
operation, $74,695 is available for debt repayment. Payment of this 
amount for 50 years will result in total debt repayment of $3,734,750. 

It is anticipated that the bonded indebtedness of the districts by 
the time of completion of the project will approximate $400,000. 

Individual district indebtedness varies within this total. The 
necessity of the districts paying off their existing bonded indebtedness 
was recognized by Assistant Secretary Aandahl in his letter to this 
committee dated February 25, 1958. Deduction of the $400,000 
bonded debt from the $3,734,750 debt repayment total computed as 
above results in $3,334,750 being saailakie for reconstruction repay- 
ment in a 50-year period. 

We submit that the preceding summary of the facts pertaining to 
this project substantiate a finding that the maximum which the lands 
can repay on this project in a 50-year period is $3,334,750. - Assistance 
is required for the difference between that figure and the construction 
costs. The extent of the required assistance could vary from $945,250, 
if the original construction total of $4,280,000 is used, to $1,681,250 if 
the revised construction total of $5,016,000 is used. 

This project is feasible and urgently required, a project which the 
landowners on 10,290 acres in the Spokane Valley cannot do without. 
These landowners are willing to pay to the extent of their ability for 
the cost of constructing the proposed new system. 

Beyond that repayment capacity we must have assistance. We 
submit that under the precedents of previously authorized projects, 
and in recognition of the benefits to be eabeed from the release and 
surrender by the landowners, through their respective irrigation dis- 
tricts, of their valuable property right for the withdrawal of waters 
from the Spokane River power developments should be provided for 
all construction costs of this project in excess of $3,334,750. There 
are ample precedents for allowing assistance in this manner. 

Accordingly, we request that this committee amend S. 2215 to pro- 
vide for a 50-year repayment period and for irrigation assistance to 
the project for all construction costs in excess of $3,334,750, and that 
S. 2215 as amended be enacted at the earliest possible date in order 
to authorize this project. 

To summarize only the urgency of the project, Mr. Chairman, I 
would simply second the remarks which have already been made 
concerning the dilapidated character of the system, the fact that it is 
in imminent danger of completely failing, which would leave these 
10,000 acres without a water supply. 

I would ask that there be placed in the record this album of photo- 
graphs which shows many views of portions of the present canal 
system. I think a cursory examination of those will readily bear out 
the statements we are making as to the dilapidated character of the 
system, the fact that it is not carrying water without excessive loss 
and the fact that it is on the verge of failing to carry water altogether. 

Senater Jackson. The pictures will be filed with the committee. 
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Senator Magnuson. How long has that system been operating? 

Mr. Rupotr. Roughly, Senator, I think it was 50 years ago that 
its construction was started. I don’t think the full operation of it was 
that long, but the original construction started some 50 years ago. 

Senator Maacnuson. I suppose you will be prepared to make a full 
statement for the record, because then, again, the first question will 
be posed, if this system wore out in 50 years what kind of system are 
you going to put in now? 

I presume with modern materials and things it would not be a similar 
type of construction. 

Mr. Rupotr. And it would not be a similar type system. 

The proposed system would substitute for the present diversion of 
waters from the river and the distribution of them by canals, a system 
which would withdraw water from some 18 underground wells and 
distribute it in a closed pipe system of welded steel. 

The character of the soil is such that the studies as we understand 
them by the Bureau of Reclamation indicate that there is no problem 
of deterioration of the steel pipelines and that they would certainly 
net excess of 50 years, or in excess of any payout period in excess 
of that. 

The original system, the one we are struggling with now, not only 
has in effect worn out, but it was not ashe engineered to start with 
to properly serve all of the acreages. It was set up originally by a 
land and water company. 

The project was one to enable that company to dispose of its land 
with a water right and that was the purpose of the project. 

It was not engineered as one would in behalf of a district now, it 
was not engineered with those principles in mind. 

Consequently, it has never Sean an adequate distribution system. 
Coupled with that is the fact that it has now deteriorated to the point 
where at any given irrigation season it might completely fail, which 
would leave that area without water. 

Senator Jackson. What is the value of the property in that area 
that is being served? Do you have any estimate as to the value? 

Mr. Rupotr. There is in the Bureau’s report a finding as to the 
value of the lands in that area. 

I must say, Mr. Chairman, I cannot remember that figure offhand. 

Senator Jackson. That can be supplied for the record. 

Mr. Rupotr. We will be looking that figure up in order that it 
may be placed in the record. 

(The following information was subsequently received: ) 

The Bureau of Reclamation’s report states that the value of all real estate in 
the Spokane Valley exceeds $100 million. This is not broken down as to lands 
within the proposed project and those outside the proposed project. 

Senator Magnuson. You want the value with and without irriga- 
tion; do you not? 

Senator Jackson. Both. 

You may proceed, Mr. Rudolf. 

Mr. Rupotr. In the prepared statement I have summarized the 
points concerning the urgency of the project, the necessity for im- 
mediate action on this matter to avoid the disaster which could strike 
that area any given irrigating season until the old system is replaced 
by the new. 
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I will summarize only the proposed new system, the particular 
questions as to the adequacy of ground water. 

We in that area are satisfied that there is an adequate supply of 
ground water to meet those requirements. We can anticipate no 
danger of the wells ever failing us and leaving the project without a 
supply of water. 

The system as stated would provide for distribution of this water 
from wells in 2 closed pipe system. There would be 18 wells of which 
17 would be dug wells and there would be pipelines ranging in size, 
I think, from 26 inches in diameter to 2 inches and some pressure 
reservoirs in order to provide for equalization of pressure throughout 
the system. 

The determination has been made in the Bureau of Reclamation 
findings as to the delivery of water under pressure for sprinkler irri- 
gation on the lands in the project. 

I might state that the presert system is a gravity distribution sys- 
tem. We do have a considerable amount of pressure, of sprinkler 
irrigation, at the present time, through the individual landowner 
pumping from the canal, from his delivery point, pumping that water 
and placing it under pressure in order to sprinkle on his lands. 

That is not a pressure supplied by the system. That is a pressure 
which each individual farmer must create. 

Now, moving on to a brief summary of the water right which is 
referred to, the maximum withdrawal from Post Falls is 253 second- 
feet. That is at various times of the season less than that. 

The total withdrawal authorized under this right—which goes back 
prior to the turn of the century where it is my understanding that an 
original and early settler by the name of Post acquired this water 
right by a treaty with the Indians and it then passed on to the Spokane 
Valley Land & Water Co. which, in turn, assigned it on to the various 
individual irrigation districts which are concerned in this project—the 
total annual withdrawal being 66,584 acre-feet. 

This is a right which the districts, of course, are surrendering and 
are quite willing to surrender in conjunction with the installation of 
the new project. 

We do not attempt to establish ourselves the dollar value of this. 
We would certainly concur in Mr. Bennett’s statement that the 
release of this water not only will have value to the Washington 
Water Power Co., which value the Washington Water Power Co. 
has determined to be at least $30,000 a year to it, but that it would 
have some value to the downstream installations. 

We certainly have been in no position to establish a dollar value 
on that and we would concur with Mr. Bennett’s statement that time 
would not permit such a study. 

As pointed out, we urgently need the project now. Time will not 
permit us to wait for such a study, and, secondly, we would concur in 
Mr. Bennett’s statement that there is so ne value there to be recog- 
nized. We are simply submitting that as a factor for consideration 
in according this project the assistance which we think our facts will 
show that the project needs. 

Now, passing on, then, to what I think, from Mr. Bennetts testi- 
mony, is the primary question and problem which must be resolved 
concerning this, namely what floor to place on the repayment of the 
construction costs. 
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If I may read from a portion of the prepared statement, from page 6: 


(d) The Bureau of Reclamation has determined the capacity of the lands under 
the projects to pay to be $11.75 per acre. 

Taking into account the freeze which hit fruit orchards in the valley since the 
date of the Bureau’s study, and by comparison with other areas in the State and 
with other projects, we actually feel this figure of $11.75 per acre is high. 

We point out that 87.3 percent of the project lands, or 8,908 acres, are in excess 
of 2% acres in size and thus are not what the Bureau has determined to be homesite 
tracts. 

However, we feel that the project landowners, in view of the importance of the 
project to them and the emergency condition which exists, are willing to accept 
$11.75 per acre, which figure we consider to be the average maximum payment 
capacity of all the lands, taking into account the off-farm income of the landowners 
on the small tracts. Therefore, the maximum payment capacity of the project, 
including payments for maintenance and operation and payments for construction 
costs, is $11.75 per acre. 

(e) Our estimate of annual maintenance and operation costs is $92,000 per year, 


The Bureau’s original estimate was $81,200 per year. Later this 
estimate was increased to $120,000. We consider the project can 
operate on $92,000. 


(f) Using the Bureau’s formula of an acreage charge and a turnout charge, the 
maximum charge possible within the payment capacity of the lands is $11 per acre 
and $15 per turnout. This combination results in an assessment of $11.75 against 
each acre in a 20-acre tract. 

For smaller size tracts, of course, the assessment per acre is higher. We feel that 
this formula is feasible and represents payment by the lands under the project 
to the extent of their capacity to pay. 

(g) The charge of $11 per acre and $15 per turnout will produce $166,695 per 
year. After deduction of $92,000 for maintenance and operation, $74,695 is 
available for debt repayment. 

Payment of this amount for 50 years will result in total debt repayment of 
$3,734,750. 

It is anticipated that the bonded indebtedness of the districts by the time 
of completion of the project will approximate $400,000. 


By bonded indebtedness I am referrmg to existing present bonded 
indebtedness. 

Individual district indebtedness varies within this total. The necessity of the 
districts paying off their existing bonded indebtedness was recognized by Assistant 
Secretary Aandahl in his letter to this committee dated February 25, 1958. 
Deduction of the $400,000 bonded debt from the $3,734,750 debt repayment 
total computed as above, results in $3,334,750 being available for reconstruction 
repayment in a 50-year period. 

Now, using those figures we would submit that the floor to be 
placed on this project would be $3,334,750. 

We do not disagree with the Bureau’s and the Department’s posi- 
tion as stated by Mr. Bennett that the lands should pay on this 
project to the extent of their ability to pay. 

Our position is that the computation which I have just read does 
represent a payment by the lands to the extent of their ability to pay 
and, therefore, under the precedent of previous cases concerning 
which some reference has already been made, if I may I would ask 
that there be placed in the record, if it has not already been, the 
summary of the previous projects concerning that. 

Senator Jackson. That list of projects has been included in the 
record already. 

(The list of projects referred to was previously submitted and 
appears on p. 23.) 

Mr. Rupour. On the precedent of those projects and further con- 
sidering this factor, of the value of the downstream power generating 
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benehts which will result from this project, that the project requires 
and should receive assistance in order to repay all construction costs 
in excess of the $3,334,750. 

Senator Magnuson. Now, according to your figures, if you use the 
revised construction cost of $5 million, that would leave $1,681,250 ap- 
proximately that would not be paid out. 

Mr. Rupour. Which would not be repaid. That is the figure for 
which assistance would be required. That is using the latest con- 
struction figure which the Bureau has estimated. 

That figure, of course, could be higher by the time of actual con- 
struction. 

Senator Magnuson. Do you feel that the downstream benefits 
over that 50-year period would amount to that much, or more? 

Mr. Rupotr. It has been our thought, Senator, yes, that those 
benefits would amount to that. 

Senator Magnuson. You see, there has to be some justification for 
not paying out the full amount. 

r. Rupour. I understand. 

Senator Macnuson. Senator Jackson and I will have to justify why 
you should not pay the full amount over the 50 years, or whatever the 
payout period may be. So, we will have to have the record very clear 
why the $1,681,000 additional should be taken care of. 

Mr. Rupotr. To summarize the two reasons: The first is that it is 
essential to preserve an existing economy in that area. It is not to 
create or improve an economy; it is to preserve an economy. There- 
fore, the project is a must. 

The assistance to the extent of the $1,681,000, based on the latest 
estimated construction costs, is required for one reason, because the 
landowners simply cannot pay that amount and must have assistance 
for that, and, secondly, we would estimate that the downstream 
benefits of the released water presently diverted from the river would 
approximate that figure. 

I used the word “approximate’”’ because it is hard to figure. We 
have no tools at our command to figure. We would simply approxi- 
mate that if the value exists to the Washington Water Power Co., as 
I am sure it does from their tentative agreement with us and a recog- 
nition to that amount annually, it has been our approximation that 
there would be at least, at a minimum, those benefits downstream. 

I do not wish to quarrel with Mr. Bennett’s statement in any way 
on his estimate, except that we would figure, and we are stating to 
this committee, that we would approximate those benefits to be worth 
approximately the amount of the assistance which the project actually 
requires. 

Senator Magnuson. I want to get this straight because I am going 
to have to deal with these figures. This committee here deals only 
with the justification and the broad cost estimate. In any event, the 
users and the company and everybody concerned are willing to pay 
$3,334,000 toward this price. 

Mr. Rupotr. That is right. 

Senator Magnuson. And you have dropped the 75 down to a 50- 
year period. 

Mr. Rupotr. Right. 

Senator Magnuson. Whatever that comes to per acre, I do not 
know, but that is what you would pay. 
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Mr. Rupotr. I might state, to elaborate on that point, Senator, 
that that computation and the figure we submit of $3,334,750 is de- 
termined by using an acreage charge against the 10,290 acres in the 
project of $11 per acre coupled with a $15 turnout charge against the 
3,567 turnouts in the project. 

Senator Jackson. $11.75 an acre? 

Mr. Rupotr. No; I did mean $11, because, on a strictly acreage 
basis, $11 times 10,290 acres would produce $113,190. Then a turn- 
out charge, which is the second half of the Bureau’s proposed for- 
mula—there are 3,567 turnouts times $15. The two together, when 
- ey to a 20-acre tract, will result in a combined acreage charge 
of $11.75 against each acre in a 20-acre tract. 

Now, I would like to point out that, applied to a half-acre tract, 
for example, the combination of that formula results in an acreage 
acreage charge of $41. I would like, also, to-point out that we con- 
sider that really to be in excess of the ability of the lands to pay, 
but we have not quarreled with the findings of the Bureau that 
$11.75 was the maximum that the lands could pay. We need the 
penne’ urgently. We feel the landowners are willing to accept that 

gure. 

Senator Maenuson. Before we leave that, so that the record will 
be clear, all the landowners now are in agreement on this figure of 
three million three; that is what they are willing to pay. 

Mr. Rupotr. I cannot answer it by saying that all the landowners 
are in agreement on that figure, Senator. 

I can state that it is the opinion of the directors of the overall 
organization, as represented by our group here today and by the 
directors of the individual irrigation districts, that they feel the land- 
owners in the project will accept that figure. 

Senator Macnuson. Have they been contacted at all? 

Mr. Rvupotr. Not in a formal-vote manner. They have been 
contacted during the years this study has been made; there have been 
numerous inquiries with the people, and it is based on that that the 
directors feel that they will accept that. 

Senator Maanuson. I would think that they would be acceptable, 
but sometimes you have to have some evidence of it that they would. 

Mr. Rupotr. I can only state that this matter of the acceptability 
to them is based, first, on the fact that we would, I would say, feel 
they should accept it, and, secondly, we feel they will accept it. 

Senator Macnuson. Could you not in some way poll them so that 
before we appropriate money we would know that that is what the 
people who are going to use the water and the landowners want? 
There are not too many involved, are there, numberwise? 

Mr. Rupotr. Numberwise, there are not. We must keep in mind 
there are seven individual districts involved here. 

Senator Magnuson. Could not each district get some sort of 
recognition of the fact that this is sort of generally what they would 
take? You know, most irrigation districts will have some kind of 
vote. Where the people are on the land, they will have some kind of 
referendum. Maybe it will be informal. Then, of course, for other 
irigation districts, the reason you do not discuss with the land- 
owners is because you are bringing in land for owners to come on it? 

Mr. Rupotr. Yes. 
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Senator Magnuson. It would be kind of embarrassing if some of 
these people said ‘‘No; we don’t want it; we will dig a well ourselves.”’ 
Mr. Rupotr. As I understand it, there must be a formal election. 

Senator Maenuson. If you get into a big-acre tract there and these 
people look at the cost pretty closely, they might anticipate, well, 
maybe they will dig their own wells; hon is a lot of water there. 

Mr. Rupotr. It was my understanding that the execution of that 
repayment contract would have to be authorized by a specific vote of 
the landowners of the district. 

Senator Magnuson. I have no doubt, and I know quite a few of 
the people around there and you people, too, I have no doubt that the 
great majority would say O. K., but it is awfully nice to have for the 
record some evidence that this is a generally acceptable thing for the 
landowners because they are the ones who are going to have to pay 
the bill. 

Mr. Rupo.tr. That is certainly correct. 

The contact with the landowners certainly has been extensive by 
the directors. It has not been in any written phase. It has been a 
personal contact by all the directors. 

Senator Magnuson. You are together, you know each other? 

Mr. Rupotr. What we are attempting to express here is a summary 
of what we feel that sentiment is. 

Mr. Thomas, for example, I know, has spoken at many gatherings 
throughout the various districts concerning that. 

Senator Magnuson. Senator Jackson and I have been to meetings 
where this has been discussed and usually there is pretty general 
agreement that something should be done. 

Anyway, I think if you could have some statements for us, it would 
be fine. 

Mr. Rupour. The thing that bothers me as to a poll would be that 
some of the phases of this project have not been crystallized, Senator. 

Senator Maanuson. I know one fellow out there who wants to dig 
his own well. He said he is not going to pay this amount. He can 
dig his own well, buy his own pipe. 

r. Rupotr. I would not be honest with this committee if I didn’t 
say undoubtedly there are some individual landowners who will say 
“T would rather put in my own well.” 

Senator Magnuson. I think you would find this in any of these 
projects, but I would think the great bulk of people would want this 
system because it would be cheaper in the long run. 

Now, let me ask one more question. If this figure is agreed upon, 
$3,334,750, then our cost is going to be the difference between that 
and the actual cost of construction under the plan submitted? 

Mr. Rupo.r. Correct. 

Senator Macnuson. Whatever it may be? 

Mr. Rupotr. Whatever it may be. 

Senator Maanuson. And whether it be five million or four million 
two, I cannot believe that costs have gone up that high in 1 year, 
because on all our other construction projects in that area the con- 
struction costs have gone down a little bit in the past 2 years. 

We find contractors that are doing it a little bit cheaper. 

Now, I do not want to get into any discussion about what is hap- 
pening businesswise, but we might even get a better deal this year. 
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Anyway, whatever deal you get, and you are going to construct it 
as cheaply as you can, the difference would be between whatever 
that is and three million three? 

Mr. Rupour. Correct. 

Senator Magnuson. And the first year’s appropriation would be 
generally around $250,000; is that correct? 

Mr. Rupotr. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. 

Senator Magnuson. Then one more question: 

How many years do you estimate it would take to complete it? 
How many more yearly appropriations? 

Mr. Bennett. You should be able to build this project in 4 to 5 
years. 

Senator Magnuson. So the average annual appropriation would 
run on a $5 million figure with an initial $250,000, a little over a mil- 
lion dollars a year? 

Mr. Bennett. A 4-year construction period would run you some- 
thing like this: $250,000 the first year; about $1,700,000 the second 
year; about the same the third year; and the balance in the fourth. 

Senator Magnuson. Then it drops off? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Senator Magnuson. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Rudolf, do you have any further statements? 

At this point I might ask this question: 

Can you supply for the record, if it is possible, the unemployment 
figures among the part-time farmers? That might be helpful because 
it is in this area where we have a problem here on payout. 

At the present time, it is my understanding that there is substantial 
unemployment right now. 

Mr. Rupotr. Mr. Miller, I think you have later information on 
that than Ihave. Would you care to explain what you know as to the 
unemployment factor? 

Mr. Miuuer. Within the last 2 weeks I saw the statement made in 
the local press that the unemployment in the Spokane area was over 12 
percent at the time that the national figure released most recently was 
6 percent. 

Senator Jackson. Double the national average? , 

Mr. Miuter. It is my understanding that the unemployment in 
that area was the highest of any city of its size. We tried to get it 
corroborated this morning, but we have not received any information 
vet. 

* Senator Jackson. We have the State unemployment figure in my 
office and we can make those available. 

(Senator Jackson subsequently submitted the following informa- 
tion :) 

State of Washington Employment Security Department news release of March 
11, 1958, shows: 

Spokane: 
Insured: unemployment. .s 2. os ss ee we cole eee ae eee 
Rete.cf unemployment ! nn. anes cen dadh spb anhnd sae deqmaien canted 10. 8 


1 Ratio of insured unemployment to average covered employment during 12 months ending June 30, 1957- 


Senator MaaGnuson. We have the dubious honor of being the 
highest in the Nation. 
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Mr. Rupotr. Yes. It could be assumed, I believe, in the project 
area it might even be more than that because the bulk of the unem- 
employment is due to the layoff in the aluminum plants. 

Senator Jackson. That is my point. So that if you could pin 
point, if you can obtain a statement in general from the office out 
there, the unemployment compensation office, they may have some 
general statistics that would be helpful as to the Spokane Valley. 

You can send that, Mr. Rudolf. 

Mr. Rupo.r. Very well. We will forward the exact figures from 
the unemployment office as we are able to ascertain. 

(The following information showing unemployment in Spokane 
County as of March 1958 was subsequently received :) 


Spokane County: Percent 
Penner MUPUIL Y. sie Ceo Ae Oto sk och Ce i e kK 11.9 
MM eli 2) OAS foes pel dw. on aael sede au 12. 3 
ER ip RE EES ei ee ee 12.0 

I i i he in i 110.0 

Spokane County: 
enenwe Or Gee Ue CL et ad LL Loe 100, 000. 0 
IS rine bis eibis td bebe bushels niles mod Sil oi bed diem Shwe ds 12, 000. 0 

1For the 3 months. 


Have now about 1,000 unemployed who have exhausted their benefits; will not 
be eligible again until the Ist of July, except by action of Congress. 

One-third of the labor force is in the Spokane Valley. An estimate of from 
15 to 20 percent of that proportion of unemployment occurs in the Spokane Valley. 

Mr. Rupotr. I think simply to summarize orally now the facts as 
we consider them to be, that the Spokane unemployment percentage 
generally is 12 percent and we would very strongly feel that within 
the project area it would be in excess of 12 percent. To elaborate 
as to why we would consider it that undoubtedly is higher than 12 
percent in that area, it is the fact that the off-farm employment by 
the people who own lands in this project is primarily at the aluminum 
rolling mill and also at the naval supply depot. 

I believe both of you Senators, of course, are aware of the reduc- 
tion there, that there has been a general reduction in other employ- 
ment in addition to those factors. 

To support our position, then, and our finding that we think $11.75 
represents the average ‘maximum repayment or payment capacity of 
the lands in the project, we would point out not only the unreliability 
in the project area of this off-farm employment, and I would suggest 
that to some extent the Bureau’s findings are predicated on an assured 
employment whereas the facts would very definitely show that there 
is not an assurance of employment. 

Secondly, that the workers from the project area are primarily in 
the laboring class, that they constitute laborers and did at the time 
of the study, constituted laborers at the aluminum rolling mill and 
the other places. 

For example, the Bureau’s report would show in the sample study 
which they made of the source of employment by these off-farm 
workers that the employment was—keep in mind this is a sample, and 
I mention it again for only percentage purposes—aluminum rolling 
mill, 51; general labor, 36; miscellaneous employment ranging from 
storekeeper to broker, 106. 

That does not show, to our mind, and I think we will state it as a 
fact, an unlimited capacity to pay any figure which might be necessary 
to take care of the assistance range required in this project. 
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To the contrary, by reason of the nature of their employment and 
the fact that that is a low-income group of people in the project, they 
very definitely have a physical limitation on their ability to pay. 

I might further state for the record that in the 1954 reconnaissance 
senor of the Bureau of Reclamation that the capacity to pay of the 
suburban-type owner that we are referring to on the homesites of less 
than 2% acres was determined to be at that time $25 per acre. 

It was further found that the general farming capacity was $7.50 
per acre and that the specialty crop capacity in the project was $15 
per acre, and that the average of all of those is what resulted in the 
$11.75 per acre capacity. 

Now, in that regard, then, may I point out that the speciality crop 
picture has very drastically changed since the time of that study. 
The specialty crops referred to in the Bureau’s original study were 
apples and strawberries. 

As you, Senator, and as the committee knows, a very serious freeze 
struck the apple orchards in the Spokane area in the fall of 1955 and 
the apple industry in the Spokane area is sick and in some cases it is 
more than that; it is dead. 

There have been many, many orchards which have gone out of the 
apple business. 

he other specialty crop was strawberries and I might state that 
Mr. Miller was primarily a strawberry farmer. He is no longer a 
strawberry farmer and there are practically no strawberry farmers in 
the Spokane Valley any more. 

We have then no specialty crops as far as that finding and the farm- 
ing land should not be considered as part general and part specialty. 

The basis of their capacity to pay should be determined as general 
croplands. We would be talking then about farmlands with a $7.50 
capacity to pay; we would be talking secondly, in order to average the 
figure out, of a figure for the suburban type lands on which their farm 
income is supplemented by off-farm income, and it would result then 
in the average for all of them, which has taken into account the off- 
farm earnings in the average of $11.75. 

I will reiterate that that figure is one which we consider to be high, 
but which we feel the people will accept, and which this group does, 
accept. Using those figures then, we come up with a $3,334,000 total. 

In arriving at that high a figure the record should also show that 
we are estimating annual operations and maintenance cost at $92,000. 

Had we used the higher figure of the $120,000, obviously the floor 
would not be $3,334,000; it would be at somewhat less than that. 

I mention that only to show we have attempted to present to you, 
in computing this floor which we ask the committee to use, as realistic 
figures and as fair figures as we have been able to obtain. 

Those facts, I believe, will support our position that there in fact 
has been a determination of the capacity of the lands to pay and that 
capacity is $11.75 per acre. When we follow those facts, it follows 
that we must have assistance. Coupled with that is an additional 
factor which these other projects used as precedents did not have, 
and as already has been covered during the course of Mr. Bennett’s 
testimony, the contribution being made toward power-generating 
capacity. 

I think that summarizes the written statement. 
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Are there any questions which I, or the others in our group, may 
answer? 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Rudolf. 

Senator Magnuson, do you have any additional questions? 

Senator Maanuson. No, but I wanted to suggest, though, to Mr. 
Rudolf and the rest of the people, that if this project should be 
authorized, the absolute necessity of getting your repayment con- 
tracts in order as quickly as possible because the House usually just 
turns thumbs down on appropriations without a repayment contract. 

Senator Jackson. That is a condition precedent under the House 
rules to an appropriation. 

Senator Magnuson. You cannot have much of a hiatus in there 
if you expect to get going on it. 

Senator Jackson. I agree with what Senator Magnuson said. We 
cannot be too optimistic, but if we should obtain the authorization 
here, in the meantime you should be moving along to be in a position 
to meet the legal requirements for repayment contracts; otherwise 
the appropriation would fail in the absence of a repayment contract. 

While we could put it through in the Senate, the House would not 
agree to it. They have insisted on that practice over the years. 

So this is something that you would want to get. 

Mr. Mitter. That would have to be predicated on the assumption 
we could get some sort of credit to allow for that differential. 

Senator Jackson. You would know pretty much from the process 
of the action taken by the committees. If the committees can get 
ee and agree on what the payout should be, I am sure the Senate 
will approve it. 

What the House will do is another matter; I do not know. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, we have to wait until after the House 
committee has acted on this before we can approach our repayment 
contracts. 

Senator Jackson. Well, you almost would have to. The point that 
Senator Magnuson and I, myself, are trying to make is that you should 
be all set up and ready to move expeditiously so that time will not 
run out on you. 

Mr. Rupotr. It was my hope to be able to spend a little time with 
Mr. Bennett if he is able in the next day to discuss that thing, the 
details of the repayment contract. 

Senator Jackson. I merely want to make this observation, that | 
think in line with the economic situation it would be most appropriate 
that action be taken expeditiously on this project. Spokane is one 
of the harder hit areas in the State of Washington. 

I know that in Seattle in King County, the largest city in the State, 
the unemployment averages about 6.5, the last figure I saw, whereas 
in the Spokane area it is double that. 

This is all the more reason why this project should be given high 
priority to get it underway and not only to help the people that are 
in this district, but it will provide some employment in due time. 

Mr. Shinn, do you have any comments? 
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Mr. Suinn. | agree with Senator Magnuson on this increased cost 
in the last few years, I think it is all wrong. I know on a lot of these 
contracts that have been brought up they are all down below the 
engineer’s estimate, way down. 

I agree a whole lot with Mr. Magnuson on that particular thing. I 
don’t think it will run this high. 

Senator Jackson. In any event there is 1n agreement on what the 
maximum is, as to what the district can pay. 

Mr. Sutnn. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Miller or Mr. Thomas, do vou have anything 
further? 

Mr. Miuuer. | am confused by the fact that around us are many 
irrigation projects in which they determine the capacity to pay and 
an arbitrary allowance is made to be taken up some place by power 
credits or otherwise to take care ot the difference, but in this case the 
whole thing has to be substantiated and justified. 

In the basin they are paying $6 an acre, between $6 and $8 an acre, 
for their water costs, and we are in direct competition with them in 
certain areas and we find it rather difficult. 

Senator Jackson. Yes. Of course, the Columbia Basin Project 
Act was part of the integral project as distinguished from the other 
precedents, it was part and parcel of the Grand Coulee Dam. 

I do not mean to disagree with what you are saying. I am merely 
pointing out that physical difference. Tt was an overall project, not 
just power, but irrigation and power, and that decision was made, it 
is $85 an acre, in effect, subsidy in power. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Of course, Mr. Miller, that situation was un- 
developed land. 

One point is that your area is largely already under cultivation. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Bennett, are you following the same criteria 
on this project, knowing the nature of it, as you follow on other 
projects? 

Mr. Bennett. To the extent that it is possible to do so. 

I might point out that with your computed repayment ability of 
$11.75 per acre on your full-time farm, that if vou had all fu)l-time 
farmers here and the estimated operation and maintenance cost which 
comes out at about $11.72 per acre, you would have remaining 3 cents 
per acre to pay on construction cost on vour full-time farms. 

Now, to follow, then, the same principle you are talking about on the 
Columbia Basin project, your farmers here would pay 3 cents per acre 
and power would pay the difference. So, what you are doing here, in 
effect, because of your small units, you are actually subsidizing the 
operation and maintenance and the construction cost on your big 
units. That is just a fact of life that comes out in this project. 

To the extent that it can be done on this type of project, the same 
principles are being applied, but you cannot follow clear through 
because of the fact that you have some 2,200 units here of less than 1 
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oe in size on which you simply cannot compute the repayment 
ability. 

Mr. Miter. There is only one other point that should be made on 
the economic urgency. That is that lending agencies such as the 
insurance companies that loan to farmland refuse to even consider 
loans in that area and the first statement they make is that the irriga- 
tion costs are too high for them to even come out and appraise the 
potential loan. 

Senator Jackson. So, it is impairing the credit of the people in the 
valley as well. 

Mr. Mitter. That is right, very substantially. 

Mr. LinewEAver. Of course, the status of your system, too, is a 
factor in that, the deterioration of the system. 

Mr. Miuter. Yes. 

Mr. Rupotr. I did have a couple of additional points to mention, 
one on Mr. Bennett’s statement as to the operating cost against the 
farms. Yes; that would be substantially correct. We sincerely feel 
that the maintenance and operation costs can be less and, using our 
estimates of what they will be, the operating and maintenance per acre 
would be around $9, which would leave $2, $2.75 per acre, to apply 
on repayment. 

Now, if we were considering only then those farms, obviously, the 
percentage of assistance which we would be asking for and would re- 
quire would be substantially greater. It would approach and exceed 
in some cases the percentage of assistance on that list of previous 
projects on some of which the percentage of assistance is up in the 
neighborhood of 90 percent. 

So, it is certainly an obvious fact that the small user, the suburban 
homesite tract, which is categorized and determined by the Bureau 
to be those below 2% acres, are subsidizing this project. 

I would like in that regard to point out, however, that since they 
are subsidizing it that does not mean that the sky is the limit on what 
they will subsidize and we have a very serious concern, since those 
people control the voting power. Under our State law, in the irriga- 
tion district—you do not vote on an acreage basis; you vote on a per 
capita basis—the voting power rests with the small landowner and, 
if we treat him too harshly, the answer is, obviously, he would dis- 
approve the project. 

o there would be no project which could possibly be sold. I think 
we must accept the fact, and I don’t think there is any disagreement 
on that point, that the project is essential for the economy of that 
whole area, so we must éuvekin a project which can be first authorized 
by Congress and appropriated for and one in which all of the people, 
including those in small ownerships, all approve. 

Now, what is the one — they are going to be looking at when 
they come to vote? They will say, “Now, since I now am hooked onto 
an existing domestic system and I am irrigating my small tract out of 
my domestic system and paying excess-water charges, how much will 
I pay under the new system.” 

If we hike the figure to the sky by saying $30 a turnout, which is 
one of the computations before us, that is more, gentlemen, than he is 
having to pay for his excess water through his domestic system. We 
have to keep it within the realm of practicability. That is one of the 
factors we have taken into account when we say the $11.75 arrived at 
through a combination here of the per-acre charge, the turnout charge, 
is the maximum which can be paid in that project. 

One last point: I think this is not the first type of project in which 
there has been the problem of the suburban-type user. Unless my 
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recollection is faulty, I think in the Crooked River project the facts 
show that approximately 51 percent of the individual ownerships 
in the Crooked River project were on tracts of less than 3 acres in size 
and that all of the people in those ownerships, as in this project, 
likewise had off-farm income. 

It is true that our percentage is somewhat higher, but the same 
problem does exist, a problem which we say we can meet by using the 
computation we have presented and arriving then at the floor of the 
$3,334,000. 

I think that completes our presentation, Mr. Chairman, and thank 
you very kindly. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Bennett, I believe you had a comment you 
wanted to make. 

Mr. Bennett. I think I should comment a little bit here. I think 
this figure of $3,334,000, in consideration of the increase in operation 
and maintenance costs, probably has some validity. However, it 
has been my understanding that the bonded indebtedness of $400,000 
which it is now approximately, is being paid off at an average rate of 
about $40,000 a year, Which on that basis would be discharged in 
approximately 10 years. 

If that is correct, then it would seem to me improper to subtract 
that bonded indebtedness to get at the floor. I grant you there should 
be some consideration given to the fact that they do have a present 
bonded indebtedness, but, if it can be and is being retired within a 
10-year period, then it should not be applied against a 50-year loan. 

Senator Jackson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Jackson. On the record. 

Mr. Rupotr. I would like to state only that in 1955 the total 
bonded indebtedness of the district was $562,900. The $400,000 
represents a projected figure and an estimate as to the bonded in- 
debtedness which will exist at the time the project goes into operation. 
Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further comments or questions? 

Senator Magnuson? 

If, not, the Chair will be happy to entertain any statements in the 
next 3 days. 

Will that be sufficient? 

Mr. Rupotr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Without objection, then, the record will remain 
open for 3 days, and the committee will now stand in recess. 

(Thereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee was adjourned.) 
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